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24 and 25, North-street, Brighton. 
6, Brown-street, Manchester. 
22, Westmoreland-street, Dublin. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


A CONFERENCE with regard to the proposed rearrangement 
of the circuit m took place on the 26th inst. between the 
Council of the alate Law Society and representatives of 


the provincial law societies. 





In appition to the order of transfer of a hundred actions to 
Mr. Justice Romzr for the p only of hearing or of trial, 
which order bears date the 20th inst., there will be found in 
another column a list of the same actions arranged in the order 
in which they stand for hearing. The parties concerned in these 
actions have hardly had ient warning that they would 
come into the daily list immediately, but it is to be hoped that 
enough may be ready to avoid Mr. Justice Romznr’s being any 
longer short of work. 





TuErE 1s been a great deal of consultation during the week 
between the Lord Chancellor and the judges with re to the 
report and resolutions of the Council of Judges. e believe 
that the suggestion as to the tion of the registrars, 
taxing masters, and chief clerks of the Chancery Division by no 
means meets with the approval of all the learned judges of that 
division. We earnest] ~ that the opinion of these py 
enced members of the bench, possessing full knowledge of the 
requirements of their own business, will prevail against the 
theoretical views of judges unacquainted with theee matters. 





Mr. Justice Waicur is not making quite such rapid progress 
with his list of fifty actions as vas amiditel. ae ae of 
Morley v. Loughnan, which has occupied several days in the 
hearing, although standing No. 11 on the list, is by no means 
only the eleventh of the fifty which have come on for decision. 
There are still about fifteen cases left to be heard. There is a 
suggestion that Mr. Justice WricnT may the position of 
an additional judge of the Chancery Division during the next 
sittings. 


Comments have been made as to the absence from the report 
of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society upon the judge’s 
resolutions of any remarks upon the Long Vacation, notwith- 
standing the recommendation on the subject contained in the 
report issued in March last and the resolution passed at the 


13 








annual provincial meeting at Norwich. The probable explana- 
tion is that the matter was not included in the reference to the 
council. As we understand the matter, the Lord Chancellor 
asked for an expression of opinion on the judge’s resolutions, but 
those resolutions contained nothing on the subject of the Long 
Vacation. There would seem, however, to be no reason why the 
council should not make a separate representation on this subject 
to the Lord Chancellor. 





ANOTHER RESOLUTION passed at the annual provincial meetin 
of the Incorporated Law Society at Norwich has been omit 
from the above-mentioned report—viz., the resolution that 
divisional courts should be abolished. We hope that the council 
will not lose sight of this important matter, but will press it 
strongly on the Lord Chancellor. 





We REGRET to announce the death of Mr. Barrie Jonny 
Lavuriz FRerg, solicitor, at his residence, 46, Bedford-square, on 
the 25th inst. Mr. Frere was admitted in 1836, and was the 
senior member of the firm of Messrs. Frere, Forster, & Co., of 
28, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. He was elected a member of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society in 1854, and was presi- 
dent of the society from July, 1867, to July, 1868. With the 
exception of the evergreen Mr. Witt1Am WiiiAMs, who was 
elected in 1852, Mr. Frere had served the longest period of any 
member of the present council. 





A very instructive judgment was delivered on Thursday last 
by Mr. Justice Kexewicu, in the case of Securities and Properties 
Corporation (Limited) v. Brighton Alhambra (Limited), on the 
question of the propriety of allowing a receiver and manager 
in a debenture-holder’s action to borrow money for the purpose 
of carrying on a business, and to have priority over existing 
charges. That such a course has on many occasions been 
followed is a matter of general experience, but the question of 
its propriety has never, so far as we are aware, been brought 
before the Court of Appeal upon the application of an aggrieved 
debenture-holder whose security has been depreciated by the 
order, In the case under consideration, there had already been 
an order made by the vacation judge for leave to raise £1,000 
for the purpose of carrying on the business of the company, 
and this was an application for leave to raise a further like 
sum. Bearing in mind that a manager of a business is only 
appointed with a view to preserving the business for the pur- 
pose of its sale as a going concern, the learned judge had to 
consider the propriety of permitting such a further charge, 
having regard to (a) the nature of the business and the pro- 
bability of a salvage being effected; (4) the extent to which 
the court is justified in entering upon what must in almost 
every case be a speculative operation; and (c) the right of the 
court, on the application of one debenture-holder, acting on 
behalf of all the debenture-holders, but not having the power 
to bind others by any agreement or representation, of doing, in 
the absence of some of the beneficiaries, what the court would 
not do if they were present and objected. All these points will 
have to be considered in future applications, and, having 
regard to the frequency with which such applications come 
before the judges of the Chancery Division, this judgment will 
afford a useful guide to the requirements necessary to support 
what is asked for. Under the circumstances of the case, Mr. 
Justice Kexewicu refused the application. 





Tue very wide and general terms of section 1 of the Com- 
missioners for Oaths Act, 1889, have often given rise to doubts 
as to whether under its operation there is any limit whatever to the 
powers of a commissioner for oaths to take any declarations or 
affidavits required by law to be made for specific purposes. A 

ent, whose letter will be found in another column, 

asks us whether the declarations required to be made in parlia- 
mentary and municipal elections under the Ballot Act, 1872, 
and Corrupt Practices Act, 1883, can be taken by commissioners 
for oaths. We have no hesitation in answering our correspon- 
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dent’s question in the negative, and we take this opportunity of 
clearing away another misapprehension which has caused some 
trouble under the Act of 1889. Section 1 (2) of that Act is in 
the following words :— 

‘*(2) A commissioner for oaths may, by virtue of his commission, in 
paleeus @ ang oul or aeer's need baicig ey ef Goes, 

of any court or ma 4 - 

1 courts A jurisdictions, matters ecclesiastical, » Baw relating to 
applications for notarial faculties, and matters relating to the registration 
of any instrument, whether under an Act of Parliament or otherwise, and 
take any bail or recognizance in or for the purpose of any civil proceeding 
in the Supreme Court, including all proceedings on the revenue side of 
the Queen’s Bench Division.” 
The terms of the above section are wide enough to 
cover everything, and it is no wonder that, on re 
the section carefully, some commissioners should be | 
to suppose that, so far as regards the administration of 
oaths and the taking of affirmations and declarations, &c., their 
jurisdiction had in fact been made universal within the geo- 
graphical limits of their commission. But the general terms of 
this section must be considered as subject to specific enactments 
in other Acts of Parliament prescribing a particular method for 
taking any prescribed declaration or affirmation. The Ballot 
Act, 1872, schedule 1, rule 54, provides that declarations under 
the Act shall be taken by the returning officer before a justice 
of the peace, and by any officer, clerk, or agent authorized to 
attend at a polling station, before a justice of the peace or the 
returning officer. Section 33 of the Corrupt Practices Act, 
1883, is equally specific in its terms. The declaration there 
prescribed can only be taken before a justice of the peace. A 
commissioner, therefore, has no power to take these deciarations. 
The other matter to which we referred is whether or not a 
commissioner for oaths has authority to take the affidavit 
required by 4 Geo. 4, c. 76, s. 14, before a marriage licence is 
granted. Here the question really is whether the words 
“ matters ecclesiastical” in section 1 of the Commissioners for 
Oaths Act is a sufficiently specific application of commissioners’ 
jurisdiction to include the affidavit required on granting a 
marriage licence. We believe, however, that the point has 
been considered by high authority, and that the conclusion 
arrived at has been that the specific requirement of the Act of 
Geo. 4—viz., “one of the parties shall personally swear before 
the surrogate or other person having authority to grant the 
same” (licence)—is not affected by the general terms of the 
Commissioners for Oaths Act. 





Tue case of Collins v. Barker (reported ante, p. 193) affords a 
good illustration of the questions which sometimes arise when one 
of two partners becomes bankrupt, the other partner continuing 
solvent. In this case two questions were raised, (1) whether 
a clause in the partnership articles providing for the valuation 
of a partner’s share in the event of bankruptcy and payment 
out of such share in instalments extending over (in this case) a 
period of nearly fourteen years could be enforced against the 
trustees in bankruptcy ; (2) whether the trustees in bankruptcy 
were entitled to be appointed receivers and managers of the 
business, either alone or jointly with the solvent partner. 
The first point has, until the present decision of Srretine, J., 
never yet been actually decided, although it might have been 
thought that such a clause was so frequent that the question 
must constantly have arisen. It is true that in 1818 a similar 
question arose before Lord Expon in Wilson v. Greenwood (1 
Swanst. 471), but was not essential to the decision, and was not, 
in fact, decided. The counsel for the trustees did not press the 
general question, as they argued that the particular circum- 
stances of the case precluded the necessity for deciding it. So 
far as it was argued, it was contended that such a clause is in 
fraud of the bankruptcy laws, and although it is perhaps 
unnecessary to go so far as this, Srrrine, J., has at any rate 
held that such a clause is not binding upon a trustee in bank- 
ruptcy. It must not, however, be assumed that a valuation 
clause in partnership articles is therefore valueless, for although 
the trustee in bankruptcy may be entitled to repudiate it, there 
seems to be no reason why, in some cases, he should not be 
justified in acting upon it where he thinks it will be to the 
benefit of the general body of creditors. The second ques- 
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tion, relating to the power or advisability of interference by 
the court by the appointment of a receiver and manager 
outside the business, is one of far greater importance to the 
trading community. It certainly would seem preposterous if, 
without any allegation of dishonesty or incompetency against 
the solvent partner, a receiver and manager could be forced on 
him merely because his partner cannot pay his own private 
debts ; for, ex hypothest, the partnership is solvent. It may even 
be questioned how far the appointment of the solvent partner as 
receiver and manager is necessary or advisable. It would seem 
that, in accordance with the general principles of the law of 
bankruptcy, the bankrupt partner’s trustee is entitled to no 
more than an account of his share and payment of such share 
within a reasonable time after it has been ascertained. It cer- 
tainly seems unnecessary to assume that the solvent partner will 
render an improper account or make away with the assets of the 
business, and therefore the mere fact that a bankrupt was in 
partnership does not of itself seem sufficient reason for invoking 
the assistance of the court. It would, however, appear from a 
passage in the judgment of the learned judge, as reported, 
that he thought the bankrupt’s trustees should be protected 
on the ground of risk, although the precise nature of the 
risk does not appear. The general principle of non-interference 
except when occasion arises is, we should submit, a sound one, 
and not to be too easily departed from. In Ex parte Owen (1884, 
32 W. R. 811, 13 Q. B. D. 118) this principle seems to have 
been referred to by the Court of Appeal. For example, Corron, 
L.J., says: ‘‘"n my opinion, where one partner in a firm has 
become a bankrupt, the solvent partner has a right to get in, 
and to insist on getting in, the assets of the dissolved partner- 
ship.” And in the same case Linptey, L.J., said: “ Even if a 
trustee has been appointed in the bankruptcy of one partner, 
the solvent partner has a right to get in the partnership assets. 
A receiver would not be appointed at tho instance of the trustee 
against the solvent partner.” Of course, it is not disputed that, 
where there is a well-founded contention as to the proper 
management by the solvent partner of the purtnership affairs, 
interference might be justified, but we think the case should be 
a clear one. 





Tue Court or Appxat have affirmed the decision of the 
Divisional Court in Re Pollitt (41 W. R. 89), upon which we 
commented recently (ante, p. 172), and it is necessary, therefore, 
for solicitors who render professional assistance to a client after 
he has committed an act of bankruptcy to realize the risk they 
run of losing their costs, even though they have taken the pre- 
caution of declining to act at all without receiving beforehand a 
sum sufficient to cover the costs. In the case referred to a 
client, who then owed his solicitor £40 in respect of business 
already transacted for him, being in pecuniary difficulties, con- 
sulted his solicitor as to the best course for him to adopt. The 
solicitor declined to act unless he was first paid a sum sufficient 
to cover his probable costs. The client then paid him £15 to be 
applied in paying his costs, and the same day the client, by 
the advice of the solicitor, executed an assignment of all his 
property to a trustee for the benefit of his creditors, and thus 
committed an act of bankruptcy. The solicitor summoned a 
meeting of the creditors, and they, after discussing the matter, 
ultimately declined to accept the deed, and the result was that 
on the 2nd o// January the client was adjudicated a a 
the act of bankruptcy being the execution of the deed. e 
title of the trustee in the bankruptcy, therefore, related back to 
the execution of the deed, and a divisional court (VavaHan 


chambers, upon the a 
order that an action o 
where the claim does not exceed one hundred 
tried in any court in which the action might 
menced, and the section provides that ‘the action and all pro- 
ceedin 
action : 
the parties in respect 0: 
the judge of the High 
scale of costs for the time 


the effect of which was that the client must be treated as having 
become a bankrupt at the time of the execution of the deed, so 
that the money, which had been handed to the solicitor for a 


specific pur which had failed, became as from that time the 
money of the trustee. His lordship said that Re Sinclair (15 
Q. B. D. 616) could not be extended so as to govern the t 
case. The facts in Re Sinclair we stated in discussing the subject 
recently, and we referred to the passage in the judgment of 
Cave, J., in which he supported the payment by the bankrupt 
of the expenses of opposing a bankruptcy petition on the 
ages that for such a purpose legal assistance was a necessity. 
Ve also noticed that in Re Spackman (38 W. R. 368, 24 Q. B. D. 
728) though the Court of Appeal had not to decide the matter, 
Lord Esner remarked that the court would not be inclined to 
extend the principle of Re Sinclair. But while there is thus an 
evident tendency to restrict the scope of. that decision, it does 
not appear that the decision in the present case at all overrules 
it. A solicitor, indeed, is just as usefully employed in attempt- 
ing by negotiation to avert bankruptcy as in defending - 
ruptey proceedings. But his title to payment does not depend 
on the value of his services, but upon their necessity; and a 
man attacked by creditors, who may possibly have a good 
defence, is more strictly in need of legal aid than a man who 
only wishes by negotiation to avoid the impending catastrophe. 
Hence, although caution is required whenever the client ma, 
have committed an act of bankruptcy, it will probably be safe 
to act upon the assumption that Re Sinclair is still poe | law. 





WE nore that a dinner is to be given by the recently formed 
Solicitors’ Managing Clerks Association at the Courts Restaurant 
on Monday next, at which Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., is to take 
the chair, and many lights of the profession are to be present. 
The objects of the association are, inter alia, to protect and 
advance the interests of managing clerks in town and country, 
and to encourage among them the interchange of opinion on 
questions of importance to the legal profession. We think that 
the new organization, if prudently managed, is likely to confer 
considerable benefit on its members. 








COSTS OF ACTIONS TRANSFERRED FROM THE 
HIGH COURT TO A COUNTY COURT. 


Two decisions of importance have recently been given—one by 
the Court of Ap 
effect of sections 65 and 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
upon the right to recover costs of actions which have been trans- 
ferred under the former section from the High Court to a county 
court. 


and one by a divisional court—upon the 


Section 65 gives power to a judge of the High Court at 
plication of either party, to make an 
t contract brought in the High Court, 
unds, shall be 
ve been com- 


therein shall be tried and taken in such court as if the 
fad been originally cormmenced therein, and the costs of 
ee gr oe subsequent to the order of 
urt shall | be allowed according to the 
—- use in the county courts.” 
“ wi 


Section 116 enacts that respect to any action brought 


in the High Court which could have been commenced in a 


Witiiams and Wricut, JJ.), affirming the decision of the Man- | county court the following provisions shall apply :—1. If, in an 
chester County Court, held that the solicitor could retain only so | action founded on contract, the plaintiff recover @ sum less 


much of the £15 as represented his costs (£2 16s. 8d.) incurred 
before the act of bankruptcy, and that he must repay the balance 
to the trustee. This decision was affirmed by the Court of 
Appeal. Consequently the solicitor had to go unpaid for the 
work which he had done after the execution of the deed ; he 
could not prove in the bankru for his costs relating to that 
work, because they were inc after the commencement of 
the bankruptcy. The Master of the Rolls, who delivered a 

ent in which Liypizy and Surrn, L.JJ., concurred, based 


than twent 
action, and if he shall recover a sum of twenty pounds or 
upwards, but less than fifty 

any more costs than he would have t 
had been brought in a county court.” Similar provisions 
enacted with respect to actions founded on tort where a sum 
less than ten pounds or between ten pounds and twenty pounds 
is recovered ; and 
action, whether founded on contract or on tort, 


pounds, he shall not be entitled to any costs of the 


he shall not be entitled to 
entitled to if the action 


the section continues: ‘unless in any such 
e judge of the 





jud 
bis decision upon the relation back of the title of the trustee, 


High Court certifies that there was sufficient reason 
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the action in that court, or unless the High Court, or a judge 
thereof at chambers, shall by order allow costs.” 

In Harris v. Judge (41 W. R. 9; 1892, 2 Q. B. 565) the 
plaintiffs brought their action, which was founded on contract, in 
the High Court to recover £34 5s. 4d. By an order under sec- 
tion 65 it was transferred to a county court, and the plaintiffs 
recovered more than £20, but less than £50. After the trial in 
the county court, leave was given to the plaintiffs by a judge in 
chambers to tax their costs on the High Court scale. This 
order was reversed by a divisional court and by the Court of 
Appeal, on the ground that there was no jurisdiction to make it. 
The question, therefore, which arose for decision in that case 
was, not as to the general applicability of the main enactment con- 
tained in section 116 to transferred actions, but as to the juris- 
diction of a judge of the High Court to certify as to the costs of 
such actions under the proviso to that section. But all the Lords 
Justices deal, with more or less precision, with the question of the 
inclusion of transferred actions in the enactment which deprives 
the plaintiff of all costs in certain events. On this point 
Lrypizy, L.J., says, ‘‘Section 116 does not in terms refer to 
transferred actions, but is so worded as possibly to include them, 
and the section makes the plaintiff’s costs depend on the amount 
he recovers. It is not necessary on the present occasion to 
decide the joint effect of these two sections ’—(sections 65 and 
116)—‘‘and I say no more about them.” Bowen, L.J., lays 
it down that ‘‘section 116 applies to all actions brought in the 
High Court, including those transferred to a county court.” 
Kay, L.J., after reading the first part of section 116, says, 
“The provision is absolute so far, and applies whether the 
action a been transferred to the county court or not,” and he 
adds, after reading the words of the proviso (“ unless,” &c.), 
“that clearly applies to the case where the action remains in the 
High Court ant is tried there.” 

The effect of the decision may, therefore, be said to be that 
the paragraphs of section 116 numbered 1 and 2 apply to all 
actions brought in the High Court which could have been com- 
menced in a county court, whether they have been afterwards 
transferred to a county court or not; but that the power to 
certify as to costs, which follows (and is erroneously printed as 
= of) paragraph 2, cannot be exercised in the case of trans- 
erred actions, but is confined to actions begun and tried out in 
the High Court. 

In the case of White v. Cohen (decided by a divisional court 
on the 19th inst., and reported in another column) the 
question of the applicability of the main portions of section 
116 to transferred actions arose directly. There the action 
was brought in the High Court to recover £27 10s. for 
goods sold, and was transferred to a county court ; the plaintiff's 
claim was reduced by set-off, and he recovered judgment in the 
county court for less than £20. The registrar of the county 
court refused to tax the a preke costs, on the ground that 

all costs. This view was also taken 
by hg county court judge, and confirmed by the Divisional 





These decisions will make plaintiffs who seek to recover small 
sums hesitate before they commence their action in the High 
Court and attempt to get a speedy judgment under order 14. 
For, if the action is he Aet: to a county court (and as to that 
there is seldom any difficulty), and less than £20 is recovered, 
the plaintiff's costs, in the county court as well as in the High 
Court, are taken away without remedy. According to White v. 
Cohen the county court judge has no jurisdiction to allow him 
any costs; and it is not in his power, even in a proper case, to 
obtain a certificate as to costs under section 116. Harris v. 
Judge decides that it is not competent for a judge of the High 
Court to grant such a certificate in a transferred action ; and by 
the terms of the section, no other judge can do so. 

The words at the commencement of section 116 are certainly 
clear and unrestricted, and the view taken by the judges who 
decided White v. Cohen was that the intention of the Legislature 


was that a plaintiff who commences an action for an unduly | 


small amount in the High Court should do so at the risk of 
losing, not only his costs on the High Court scale, but even his 


county court costs after the action had been remitted. If this | ang 
view be correct, it is strange that the marginal note to the sec- 
tion should be “ Costs when not recoverable in High Court.” But 


a marginal note is not part of the section (Sutton v. Sutton, 22 
Ch. D. 511), and is, we suppose, not to be taken as in any way 
indicative of the intention of the Legislature. 








THE LATE MR. CHARLES DAVIDSON. 


Mr. CHARLES Davipson, whose death we recorded last week, 
deserves more than a passing notice in these columns. And we pro- 
pose now to give a somewhat fuller, but necessarily not altogether 
perfect, account of his life and work. 

Born on the 23rd of September, 1810, he was the eldest son of Mr. 
GrorGE Mapewick Davipson, of Warmley House, near Bristol. 
As a boy, he was educated at private schools in the neighbourhood, 
and afterwards at York, whence about the year 1829 he proceeded to 
Christ’s College, Cambridge, which was then to some extent specially 
connected with the county of Gloucester, and he became about the 
same time a student at the Middle Temple. In 1832 he took his 
degree as 18th wrangler, and was soon afterwards elected a fellow of 
his college, becoming M.A. in 1835. In those days it was possible to 
become a wrangler without taking up the higher mathematics, which 
Mr. Davripson did not do, and it is believed that his place was the 
best which up to that time had been obtained by anyone not pos- 
sessing a much wider mathematical knowledge than did Mr. 
Davipson. And it is certainly likely, for in all things his knowledge, 
so far as it extended, was thorough and complete; but for mathe- 
matics per se he had no particular affection. No name of great note 
appears in the same class with him. But he was wont to tell how 
SHILLETO (the well-known Greek scholar) had sat opposite to him in 
the examination, and copied (as he believed) his answers, so far as 
that was possible, and had been thereby enabled to take (as wooden 
spoon) the mathematical honours which in those days were essential 
to an aspirant for honours in classics; and, in fact, SHILLETO was 
second classic. Among the fellows of Christ’s at that time was 
the Rev. ALEXANDER D’ARBLAY, son of the celebrated Madame 
D’ ARBLAY, the authoress, and friend of Dr. JoHNsoN. 

Leaving Cambridge at once, Mr. Davipson came to London, 
where he became the pupil of Mr. JONATHAN HENRY CHRISTIE, then 
in large practice, who either was or became without question the 
most eminent conveyancer of his day, and who numbered amongst 
his pupils such well-known lawyers as Lord CoLERIDGE (the present 
Lord Chief Justice), the late Lord BLAcKBURN, and the late Lord 
Justice Corton, besides many others, including the late Lord 
CARDWELL. In that pupil-room, too, was trained the illustrious 
mathematician, Professor ARTHUR CAYLEY, who afterwards assisted 
Mr. CurIstI£, and whose extraordinary skill as a draftsman may be 
seen by a perusal of the settlement drawn by him which appears in 
Vol. 3, Part 2, of Mr. Davipson’s Precedents in Conveyancing. 
With Cayitey Mr. Davipson long remained on terms of friendship, 
and it amused him to trace to their source at Lincoln’s-inn those 
business qualities which have rendered the Professor hardly less 
esteemed at Cambridge in the council chamber than in the professorial 
chair. 

In 1835, on the 20th of November, Mr. Davrpson was called to 
the bar by the Honourable Society of the Middle Temple, and almost 
immediately afterwards he was requested by Mr. MAXWELL to under- 
take the interrupted work of Mr. THomMAs MARTIN, under whose 
name was ublished the first edition (in five volumes) of the Prece- 
dents in Conveyancing, now known under that of Mr. Davipson, 
only the 2nd and part of the Ist volume of which was the work of 
the former gentleman. He was at that time assisting Mr. CHRISTIE, 
and his evenings alone were available for other work. t 
alterations he effected in the style of conveyancing while 
engaged in this edition of the Precedents may be judged by a 
comparison of the ordinary covenants for title as given in the 
volume of Common Forms published in 1846 with those which 
were in use when he was called to the bar. The first edition of the 
Precedents was published at intervals between the years 1837 and 
1844. In 1845 was published the first edition of the Concise Prece- 
dents, which, however, in consequence of the ing of the Real 
Property Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vict. c. 106), had to rewritten. Both 
the Concise Precedents and the larger work passed through several 
editions. Of the Concise Precedents the last in the preparation of 
which Mr. DAVIDSON personally took part was the eleventh edition, 
published in 1879. Of the larger work three complete editions were 
published and portions of a fourth edition, the last volume of which 
was published in 1881. This work, however, in consequence of its 
great size age volumes in eight) could only be published volume b 
| volume. the reparation of the first edition of the larger wor 
| Mr. Davipson little or no assistance, except, perhaps, from his 
| first pupil, Mr. T. C. Wricut, who afterwards continued his trusted 

aithful coadjutor throughout. In the later editions assistance 





was obtained from various tlemen, amongst whom may be men- 
‘ tioned the late Mr. Jacop WALEY, by whom was written the monu- 
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mental introduction to Vol. 3 (the Settlement volume), which in point 
of style and arrangement, as well as in learning, has been Soups 
regarded as a model of legal work, and is stili resorted to for in- 
formation and instruction by a large number of con cing barris- 
ters. Curiously enough, from a publisher’s point of view this volume 
was the least successful of any. In the Concise Precedents Mr. 
DAVIDSON was principally assisted by Mr. BapGER Eastwoop, and 
afterwards by that very accomplished conveyancer Mr. HENRY Dicey 
(elder brother of Professor ALBERT Dicey), both of whom pre- 
deceased him. In both the Concise Precedents and the larger work 
Mr. DAvrpson largely availed himself of the services of his assistants, 
but the foundation was emphatically his own. He never failed to 
critically examine the alterations and additions which were from time 
to time laid before him by those with whom he worked, and it is not 
too much to say that the later editions, no less than the first, really 
derived their chief value from the effects of his personal supervision 
and authority, and from his large experience and practical wisdom. 

For Mr. DAVIDSON was essentially and chiefly a practical lawyer. 
His knowledge of real property law was not of the black letter 
description, but, short of antiquarianism, it was complete, and his 
acquaintance with the Ss of conveyancing was as thorough, 
probably, as that of any lawyer who ever lived. Very soon after the 
completion of the first edition of the larger work he had acquired a 
considerable practice, which soon obliged him to give up assisting 
Mr. CHRISTIE, whose eldest daughter, MARY ELIZABETH (it may be 
here mentioned), he married on the 9th of May, 1844. Much, it may 
be believed, did Mr. CurisTre regret his loss, for he always spoke 
with the greatest admiration of Mr. Davipson’s conveyancing skill, 
and often marvelled at the ease with which complicated work was 
dealt with at his hands, and the little anxiety which such work 
seemed to cause him. This was a remarkable feature of Mr. 
Davipson’s character. He never seemed worried. He worked 
deliberately, without haste, and without any apparent — 
But he nevertheless got through his work with a quickness which, 
to those who knew what its nature often was, seemed surprising. Of 
course, in his practice, no less than in his literary work, he had 
assistance from other barristers, and notably from Mr. Dicey. But 
he had a remarkable gift of using the work of his assistants, not in 
the slovenly and careless way which some eminent conveyancers have 
been accustomed to adopt, but by intelligently adapting it to his 
own purposes. And he took care that the men whom he employed 
should have been trained in the same school as himself, and aim like 
himself at uniformity of method and language. Gradually his 
practice increased, and in 1860 he was making a much larger 
income than falls to the lot of conveyancers of the present day. 
Then his practice increased by leaps and bounds, and for many 

ears it may be said to have been enormous. He had pupils, too, in 

rge numbers. Among them may be mentioned Mr. GOLDWIN 
SmitrH, Mr. Rosryson, Q.C., now acting for the Vice-Chancellor of 
the Duchy of Lancaster, besides many barristers and solicitors at 
present in practice. BAGEHOT, the political economist, was also his 
pupil, and ‘“‘Rob Roy” Macerrecor. About the year 1875, being 
then sixty-five years of age, Mr. Davipson began to reduce his 
working hours, and in 1885, having been fifty years in practice, he 
retired from the bar. His chambers had been originally in Serle- 
street, whence he migrated to 6, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn. 
He was admitted ad ewndem at Lincoln’s-inn in 1855. He drafted 
the Satisfied Terms Act (an account of which is given in the Concise 
Precedents) and some other public Acts, and he was examiner of 
title to the Land Registry from the year 1869 until his retirement. 

Few conveyancers have been so widely known by name as Mr. 
Cas. Davipson. But the conveyancing barrister is a a 
secluded being. He meets in consultation from time to time other 
barristers, but much less frequently than the ordinary court prac- 
titioner. And asa rule he is personally less generally known. To 
that rule Mr. Davrpson was of course no exception. But he met at 
the dinners of the Institute of Conveyancers all the most distinguished 
of his co-fraternity. And there at times it might be seen what 
he was independently of law. An admirable raconteur, he was full 
of anecdote and reminiscence, and until a few years ago, he seldom 
told the same story a second time to the same audience. Many who 
heard him will have wondered that it should be ible to see him 
se often, and yet as often to hear a new story. His knowledge of 
French, of English, and of general history was wide, and in some 
ares minute, and his memory never failed him. With naval, and 
with military and Indian, history he was familiar, and woe be to the 
unfortunate interlocutor who gave a wrong position to a ship in 
action on the ist of June, or at the Battle of the Nile. Poetry too 
he had read much in his youth, and he could quote at will from 
CRABBE no less than from SHAKESPEARE, from SOUTHEY, from 
Byron, and from Scorr. The last, perhaps, was his icular 
favourite, and few people can have known the Secuker Novels better 
than he did. Nor did he neglect modern literature; and whatever 
he read he remembered, if it seemed to him worth remembering, and 
remembered accurately. 





In the year 1871 he took to yachting, and for some six or seven 
years he t his Long Vacations on his yacht. He was no seaman, 
and (like Nsom) not always a perfect sailor, but he thoroughly 
enjoyed the freedom of the sea, and the sea air as distinguished (in 
his own hraseology from beach air. And, though not a seaman, 
he she in naw matters a practical sense which does not alwa 
accompany nautical know! Thus, in 1874, being on a cruise 
the Hugenie at Easter, and obli to make for Ramsgate Harbour, 
he went below to look at the chart, and, bringing it up to shew the 
sailing-master, he pointed out that the was being taken over 
the tail of a shoal, and that the tide was ebbing. He was assured 
that there was time enough, and no danger. But it was notso. In 
a few minutes the yacht struck; a lifeboat arrived from Ramsgate 
with information that the spot was dangerous ; the water was found 
to be filling the hold; the party were hurriedly taken off; and on the 
following morning only the masts of the vessel were to be seen. She 
had run upon the bows of some former wreck, and was a total loss. 
He did not, however, abandon his favourite holiday pursuit until, 
having explored the coasts of England, of Scotland, of France, of 
Holland, and of the Baltic, he determined that there was nothin left 
in that way to be done by him but a Mediterranean cruise, for which, 
at his age, he was not prepared, and he sold, about the year 1878, 
the Eva, which he had paschaned after the loss of the Eugenie, and 
he never afterwards left England. He had, however, before his 
yachting days, travelled in France, Germany, Switzerland, and Italy. 

But what Mr. Davipson loved more dearly perhaps than anything 
else was his garden. He was not a scientific botanist, but for nearly 
fifty years before his death he had been the r at his residence 
on Sydenham Hill of a tract of land, considerable (for that neigh- 
bourhood) in extent, and including not “y flower and kitchen 
gardens, with a conservatory, greenhonses, and hothouses, but also 

rage for his cows, and some woodland. Every tree and every 
ush and flower in the place was intimately known to him, and he 
could describe it by its proper name, whether botanical or vernacular. 
Each day as he walked in the garden he noted the appearance of 
some new bud or the change which had shewn itself in one which 
had made its appearance on the day before. And, even when he 
was in fullest work, he seldom failed, except a in the winter 
months, to walk for some half-hour or so after breakfast (at 8 o’clock) 
in his garden. After his retirement his garden was his chief delight, 
but he ever preserved his interest in books and in literature. It was 
remarkable that the change in life which accompanies cessation of 
labour seemed not to affect him at all. He was to all appearance the 
same active-minded man in 1892 that he was in 1880—only stricken in 
years, and often (but by no means erg sick and weary. ae 

Mr. Davipson had no child, and his wife redeceased him in 
February, 1890. Of her intellectual powers and beautiful character 
this is not the place to speak; but, as may be imagined, he was 
deeply affected by her loss. Neither is this the place to speak of her, 
or of his, many charities, of their kindness, or of the tion and 
respect in which they were both held by all those who knew them, 
whether connected with them by family ties or by personal or Jovrl 
acquaintance. Mr. Davipson, though apparently not afflicted | y 
any disease, had been unwell for some months before his death. He 
rallied, and seemed in fair health in December, and he never took to 
his bed or failed to come down to breakfast, or to dress and sit up 
for dinner in his usual fashion. He away quietly in his sleep 
on the night of the 15th-16th of January, 1893, being thus in the 
eighty-third year of his age; and many are those who mourn, and will 
ever mourn, his departure. 








REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF REAL PROPERTY. 


An INTRODUCTION TO THE HisTorY or THE Law or REAL Pro- 
PERTY, WITH ORIGINAL AUTHORITIES. By KENELM EDWARD 
Dicsy, M.A., Judge of County Courts. Fourts Eprrion. Oxford, 
at the Clarendon Press. 


This is an excellent book for the student who, after reading 
Williams or se — to rhe ap ale ht into onl bay 
of real property law, an . ving ex rom 
the pol authorities enables the law to be seen ¢ its actual fcrma- 
tion. The first chapter, which deals with the t of the idea 
of tenure and the origin of the manorial system, is to a |; n 
conjectural, and in this edition the theory is still maintained, in 
opposition to the contention of recent investigators, that the manor 
was developed out of the village community, and not the 
community out of the manor. Surer ground is reached in 
chapter II., which describes the state of the law in the reign 
of foary II.. and which is illustrated numerous from 


extracts 
Glanville. These include specimens of a writ of right and of 
the writs used in the assizes of mortdancestor and novel di 
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But a little information might perhaps have been given with regard 
to the very important class of writs of entry, and they should hardly 
be dismissed on the ground that “the law on this subject (now 
obsolete) is of far too intricate and complicated a character to be 
discussed here”’ (p. 110). The same may be said of much of the old 
law, but the attempt may nevertheless be made to discover the 
principles underlying these intricacies. As a matter of fact the 
writs of entry formed a very complete system of possessory remedies, 
applying to numerous cases not touched by the assizes, and giving 
to seisin, and to rights founded merely on seisin, a measure of protec- 
tion such as was not allowed even to possessio, the equivalent of seisin, in 
the Roman law. A well-known instance is the possibility of recover- 
ing possession without proof of title as against persons claiming under 
the original disseisor, a matter which was readily effected by framing 
the writ of entry in the per, the per and cui, or the post, and other 
examples might readily be given. This, of course, is the result of the 
great ee which was always attached to possession, provided 
it was held by a person claiming to be freeholder, and the principle 
has in modern times been revived on a wider basis by decisions 
which allow mere possession to be a title as against wrongdoers—that 
is, persons entering without right—in actions for the recovery of land, 
as 4 ee to the old strict rule as to title inejectment. The connect- 
ing between the old law and the new is to be found in a remark 
made by Cockburn, C.J., in Asher v. Whitlock (L. R. 1Q. B., at p. 4). 
Of a similar nature is the question of rights of entry, which also 
Judge Digby dismisses somewhat abruptly (p. 109). The extension of 
these from the very limited right recognized by Bracton to the full 

ight allowed to every owner out of possession by the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833, is a subject to which the student’s attention 
might profitably be directed. The extracts from Bracton given in 
chapter III. (Henry II. to Henry III.) are very copious, and here the 
student will find his knowledge of Roman law useful in a matter, 
livery of seisin, which is specially characteristic of early English law. 
To Bracton seisin was no more than a special kind of possession, 
and he applied to it accordingly the rules of the Roman law. It 
was reserved for Lord Mansfield long afterwards to suggest, in Taylor 
d. Atkyns v. Horde (2 Sm. L. C., 9th ed., p. 632) that the feudal 
system required in seisin something more than mere possession under 
a claim to the freehold, whereby he introduced no little confusion. 
After Bracton we have the legislation of Edward I. (chapter IV.), 
and the subsequent completion of the common law by judicial decision 
and the writings of Littleton and Lord Coke (chapter V.). This con- 
cludes the first part of the book. The second part, which begins 
with the Statute of Uses, brings the reader down to the present day. 
The distinctive feature of this edition is that translations of the 
extracts have been added. To many this will be a welcome 
assistance. 





COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 

THe Annual County Court Practice, 1893, FOUNDED ON PoLLOcK 
AND NICOL’s AND HEYWoop’s PRACTICES OF THE County Courts. 
Two Volumes. By his Honour Judge HEywoop. Sweet & Max- 
well (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

This work has evidently become one of our ‘‘ hardy annuals,” and 
its appearance year by year may now, we presume, be regarded as a 
certainty. Having already in these columns, in reviewing earlier 
editions of Judge Heywood’s County Court Practice, called attention 
to its many excellences of treatment and arrangement, a brief notice 
of the 1893 edition must satisfy our readers. The volumes before us 
have been carefully posted up to date, and embody the statutes, 
rules, and cases affecting the jurisdiction and practice of the county 
courts which have accumulated during the year just expired. The 
alterations introduced by the County Court Rules (July), 1892, are 
noted in the text, while the rules themselves are (with the exception 
of two rules governing the practice under the Charitable Trusts Act, 
which are set out at p. 30 of volume II.) printed in italics in Appen- 
dix H. of volume I., amongst the County Court Rules, 1889, with 
which it is expressly provided that they are to be read and construed. 
The new order of the Lord Chancellor, as to the closing of certain 
offices at Whitsuntide, is given in Appendix M. of volume I. In 
volume II., which, it will be remembered, deals with the jurisdiction 
and practice of the county courts under special statutes, the following 
recent statutes, rules, and orders are now noticed for the first time— 
namely, the Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. 
c. 70); the Private Streets Works Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. 57); 
the Winding-up Rules, 1892; and the new Board of Trade Order of 
the 16th of tember, 1892, appointing certain persons officers of 
county courts for the purposes of winding-up proceedings in those 
courts. The only recent case affecting the county courts which 
a) to have eluded the vigilance of the learned author is Reg. v. 

of the Southampton County Court and Fisher & Co. (65 L. T. 
$20), which decides that when a county court judge, after hearing so 
much of a case as relates to his jurisdiction, declines to hear and 
determine it, erroneously believing that he has no jurisdiction, an 
grder, in the nature of a mandamus, will lie to compel him to do so. 





EVIDENCE. 


THe Law oF EvIDENcE. By Sypney L. Purpson, of the Inner 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


Though the law of evidence has been made the subject of several 
able treatises, of more or less practical value, the present work 
possesses distinct merits of its own, which will, we believe, be recog- 
nized by the profession, and secure for it a permanent footing in 
legal literature. The author claims for his work a middle place 
between Sir James Stephen’s well-known Digest and Taylor on 
Evidence, and is, in our opinion, fully justified in doing so. He 
has, as far as possible, adhered to one uniform method of arrange- 
ment—namely, that of stating in the text (1) the rules of evidence ; 
(2) the principles upon which they are founded ; (3) their various 
limitations; and (4) the illustrations to the rules. The whole work 
is divided into three books, the first of which deals with ‘‘ Produc- 
tion of Evidence,” the second with ‘“ Admissibility of Evidence,” 
and the third with ‘“ Effect of Evidence.” Each of these books 
contains chapters bearing appropriate titles, while Book II., besides 
comprising some forty chapters, is likewise subdivided into three 
parts, respectively headed Facts, Witnesses, and Documents. Such 
a work as the present, while not, of course, superseding the larger 
and older treatises on the law of evidence,’ will, on account of its 
scientific character, form an excellent text-book for examiners and 
students, and, indeed, for all who desire to become acquainted with 
the principles which govern the law of evidence. A table of cases, 
covering nearly sixty pages, and comprising English, Irish, and 
American decisions, and a fairly good index, completes a work which 
we can confidently recommend to our readers. 
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Prideanx’s Precedents in Convevancing. With Dissertations on its 
Law and Practice. Fifteenth Edition. By JoHN WuHITCOMBE, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Two Vols. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Reports of State Trials. New Series. Vol. IV. 1839 to 1843. 
Published under the direction of the State Trials Committee. Edited 
by Jonn E. P. Watuis, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Her Majesty’s 
Stationery Office. 


The Law of Copyright in Works of Literature and Art. By WALTER 
ARTHUR CoPINGER, F.§.A., Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. Stevens 
& Haynes. 

American Law Review. November—December, 1892. Reeves & 
Turner. 

A Digest of the Law of Easements. By L. C. INNES, some time 


one of the Judges of the High Court, Madras. Fourth Edition. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE PLAN OF CAMPAIGN IN LONDON. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—The article entitled ‘The Plan of Campaign in Londow” in 
our last number calls attention to a crying grievance which has 
n allowed to exist much too long, namely, the expense and delay 
involved in getting rid of a tenant who does not pay his rent and 


has no goods to distrain on, and who is, as often as not, at the same’ 
time making money out of the premises by sub-letting, a practice’ 


greatly aided by The Lodgers’ Goods Protection Act, 1871. 

It is high time a remedy should be provided. If actions of eject~ 
ment for non-payment of rent were brought within order 14 in cases 
where the rent cannot be recovered by distress, it would be a great 
benefit. A landlord is at present at a serious disadvantage when he 
has a dishonest tenant to deal with. E. 





EJECTMENT UNDER ORD. 14, R. t. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 


Sir,—Pending the issue of the proposed new rules of procedure, we 
should like to call attention to a case which recently came before 
one of the masters in chambers in which we represented the plain- 
tiffs. 

The action was to recover possession of a building which had been 
demised by the plaintiffs to the defendant for a term of seven years 
at an annual rent payable quarterly, and in lieu of the ordinary pro- 
viso for re-entry the lease contained a proviso as follows :—‘‘ Provided 
always, and these presents are upon this express condition, that if 
and whenever any instalment of the said rent shall be in arrear for 
twenty-one days from the day on which the same ought to be paid 
as hereinbefore provided, whether the same shall have been legally 
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demanded or not, or if, &., . . 
thereafter and notwithstanding, &c., 


notice to the lessee to quit the said premises, and thereu 


any claim for rent, &c.”’ 
Default having been made in payment of a quarter’s rent, seven 
days’ notice to quit was served by the landlords, and at the expira- 
tion of that period a writ was issued specially indorsed with a 
statement of their claim for possession as against a tenant holding 
over after notice to quit had expired, for arrears of rent, and for 
mesne profits. An appearance to the writ having been entered, we 
issued a summons under ord. 14, r. 1, for liberty to sign judgment. 
The defendant opposed the summons, on the ground that possessi 
was sought in respect of a forfeiture of the lease, and that, therefore, 
the subject was not one for an application under ord. 14, r. 1, and 
the master adjourned the summons for consideration. The parties 
subsequently arranged terms, and when the summons came before the 
master again, although it was then unnecessary for him to give a 
decision, he stated that he was of opinion that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to an order for judgment, the case being a proper one 
for a specially-indorsed writ, on the authority of Daubuz v. Lavington 
(13 Q. B. D. 347). 
It seems, therefore, that the proviso set out above is one which, by 
enabling landlords to apply for summary judgment under ord. 14, r. 
1, gets rid of the difficulty of s ily terminating the tenancy 
usually experienced by landlords. It is well known that where the 
landlord has only the power of re-entry commonly inserted in a lease, 
and the tenant keeps possession of the property after having made 
default in payment of rent, the landlord is compelled to bring an 
action of ejectment against the tenant, and if the latter enters an 
appearance to the writ, the landlord must carry on the action 
through all its stages up to the trial, a most expensive and lengthy 
procedure, 
The question whether power might not be expressly conferred on a 
master to make an order for summary judgment where the ordinary 
proviso for re-entry is inserted in a lease, is one that certainly seems 
worthy of attention ; in the meantime we recommend our professional 
brethren to make use of the proviso set out above, so that if occasion 
should arise they may take olsentans of ord. 14, r. 1. Cc. & B, 
[We propose to consider this suggestion hereafter.—Ep. S. J.] 





POSITION OF CREDITORS IN THE WINDING UP OF A 
COMPANY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The shareholders of a limited liability company pass a resolu- 
tion for the voluntary winding up of the company, and mac ee agen f 
in pursuance of a friendly arrangement between the shareholders and 
the debenture-holders, an order is obtained to continue the winding 
up under the supervision of the court and appointing the secretary 
of the company and another gentleman liquidators. 

An unsecured creditor of the company is desirous of attending the 
proceedings in the winding up and getting his costs therefor. The 
case is one in which the liquidators refuse the creditors any informa- 
tion as to the winding up, and I am informed the registrar has no 
power to make an order giving creditors leave to attend the proceed- 
ings or to allow them costs. 

There does not appear to be anything bearing on the point in the 
Winding-up Act, 1890, or the rules thereunder, and I huve been 
unable to find any case in point. The circumstances place the un- 
fortunate creditor in an unenviable position, he being completetly 
excluded from any participation in or inquiry into the administration 
of the assets of his debtor, the company. This appears to me to be a 
very grave state of affairs, and I shall be glad if any of your readers 


can suggest a way out of the difficulty. 
‘“*UBI JUS IBI REMEDIUM.” 





COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—I should be glad to know whether in your opinion a “ Com- 
missioner for Oaths” can take the various declarations required to 
be made in parliamentary and municipal elections by the candidates, 
agents, clerks, and others. 

The forms prescribe ‘‘ a justice of the peace,’ 
in the alternative, the ‘‘ returning officer.” 

It would seem that the Commissioners for Oaths Acts have not 
altered this procedure. E, G. APPLETON. 

Stowmarket, 19th January. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S. J.] 


and in some cases, 





the lessors may at any time 
by notice in writing 
left at the demised premises addressed to the lessee, give seven days’ 
the said term 
hereby granted shall absolutely cease and determine, without prejudice to 


on 
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Court of Appeal. 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. ROBERTSON—No. 1, 24th January 
Revenue—Svccession Dury—Svuccesston Dury Act, 1858 (16 & 17 
c. 51), ss. 2, 15, 20, 38. 

This was an appeal ons ees a divisional court on the hear- 
ing of an information by the -General claiming succession duty. 
By a marriage settlement, dated the of November, 1872, certain per- 
sonal property of the value of £10,000 was settled by Henry Robertson, 


Vier. 


the father of the intended wife, upon trustees upon trust to pay the 
income thereof to his daughter during her life, and after her to pay 
the income to her husband, if he should survive her, during his life, and 


after the death of the survivor upon trust for the issue of the x 
and in default of issue upon trust ‘for the wife absolutely. The husband 
died on the 8th of February, 1880, manag. Bey wife surviving. There was 
marriage. The widow on the 24th of July, 1889, 
having by her will appointed the defendant and another her executors. 
The widow having become on the death of her husband absolutely 
to the settled trust funds, they had been transferred to her by the trustees, 
and they formed part of her estate at her death. The other executor 
having died, the estate was administered by the defendant. The Attorney- 
General claimed a declaration that upon the death of the husband succes- 
sion duty became payable on the capital sum of £10,000, less the value at 
the time of the husband’s death of wife’s life interest under the settle- 
ment, and that the defendant, as executor of the wife, was 
accountable to her Majesty for such duty. Probate duty at three per cent. 
and legacy duty at three per cent. had been paid upon the amount 
of the fund. The Divisional Court (Wright and Collins, JJ.) held 
that succession duty was payable as claimed, and gave judgment for che 
Crown. The defendant appealed. It was now argued on his behalf that 
there had been no succession during the life of the widow. No person 
could acquire a succession to property within section 2 of the Succession 
Duty Act, 1853, so long as an interve estate existed between him and 
the property. Here the widow’s own life estate intervened, for, both 
estates being equitable, no merger took place. She only became entitled 
to a reversion on her husband’s death. But section 20 said that the duty 
imposed by the Act should become payable when the successor 
came ‘‘ entitled in possession to his succession.’ Here the reversion did 
not come into possession till the widow’s own death, and, therefore, 
succession duty was not payable till then. And, probate duty and legacy 
duty having been paid on this fund, it was exempt from succession duty. 
If it could be said that her succession had been accelerated by the death 
of her husband, then section 15 provided that duty should be payable 
at the same time as it would have been payable if no qoceienaiién had 
taken place. On the part of the Crown it was argued that this statute 
ought to be construed according to the ordinary use of terms, and 
not according to the strict construction of conveyancing YT oy 
per Lord Campbell, C., in Lord Braybrooke v. Attorney-General (9 H. L. C. 
150, at p. 165). The real substance of the disposition made by this 
settlement was, that if husband, 
no issue, all the property was to be hers at his death. The fact that there 
was a life estate given to him did not affect the case at all; she did not 
take from him, she took by occasion of his death. < d the death of her 
husband she became there and then absolutely enti 
of £10,000, whereas before his death she 
the capital. This was not a case of acceleration 
section 15. That section referred to acceleration 
outside the settlement, e.g., by surrender. 
Tue Covrt (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lanptey and Lorrs, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the ap . In applying the Succession Duty Act, 1853, it was 
necessary to look at the real facts of the case without regard to the 
technical language of conveyancers. They must look at the moment of the 
husband’s death, and see what at that moment the settlement, according 
to law, gave to the wife. It gave her the difference between what she 
had under the settlement the moment before his death and what she had 
under the settlement the moment after his death; that is, the difference 


= 


dealing with the capital, and the value of 
the capital sum and do whatever she 
substantial advant: which she 
and by the applica’ of the settlem 
cession within os of a age og 
able in respect of it, 
immediately. The rule laid down in 
succession. 


vohn Rigby SG. and Vaughan 
Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce; Sir John Rigby, 8.G., Vang 
Hawkins. Soticrrors, ith, Roberts, ¢ Mills, for Birch, Oullimore, § 
Douglas, Chester; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

(Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
CROFTON v. THE CORPORATION OF MANCHESTER; THE WITHING- 
TON DISTRICT LOCAL BOARD OF HEALTH v. THE SAME (No. 1)— 


Chitty, J., 25th January. 
Nemame—Oreiaeeas Trapr—Smatirox Hosprrar—Pvsiic Heauru Acr, 


1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 55), s. 112. 
unctions to 








Mr. Justice Romer on Monday got through his list in five minutes. 
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restrain the Corporation of Manchester from erecting a smallpox hospital 
on a piece of ground belonging to them in the district of the Local 
Board of Withington. The plaintiff in the first action was a private 
individual, the secretary of a hotel situate about 500 yards away from the 
proposed site, his case being that the hospital would be a nuisance at 
common law. A vast body of scientific evidence having been given on 
both sides as to the dissemination of the disease through the air alone, or 
by patients, doctors, nurses, or attendants passing along the road, 


Currry, J., held that there was not a sufficient consensus of scientific 
inion to warrant the court in holding on motion that the establishment 
of the hospital on the proposed site would necessarily be a nuisance 
injuriously affecting the plaintiff. 7 
The case of the Withington Local Board was founded on the Public 
Health Act, 1875. It was contended that under section 285 of that Act 
the coneent of the Withington Local Board was necessary. As to this 
point judgment was reserved. wee ; 
It was further contended that the proposed hospital fell within section 
112, which forbids the establishment of any offensive trade, i.e., the trade 
of blood boiler, bone boiler, fellmonger, soap boiler, tallow melter, tripe 
boiler, ‘‘ or any other noxious or offensive trade, business, or manufacture” 
within the district of an urban authority without their consent in writing. 


Currry, J., held, on the authority of The Wanstead Local Board of Health 
v. Hill (13 C. B. N.S. 479), a decision of Erle, C.J., and Williams, Willes, 
and Keating, JJ., on a similar section of the Public Health Act, 1848 
(11 & 12 Vict. c. 63), s. 64, and the Braintree Local Board of Health v. Boy- 
ton (52 L. T. N.S. 99), that to bring the case within the section the busi- 
ness must be yer se of a noxious or offensive nature analogous to those 
specifically mentioned. It was impossible to hold that the carrying on of 
a smallpox hospital bore any analogy to such trades, and the motion, so 
far as it depended on that ground, failed.—Counsgi, Farwell, Q.C., Clare, 
and Norris; Byrne, Q.0., Maberly, and Macmorran. Souicrroxs, Chesters, 
for Craven § Crofton, Manchester ; Austin ¢ Austin, for W. H. Talbot, Town 
Clerk, Manchester. 

{Reported by G. Row.anp Atston, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re HARVEY, HARVEY v, GILLOW—Chitty, J., 19th January. 


Wir1—Larse—Girr to GRANDCHILDREN aS A CLAss—No Memngr or 
Crass to Take—Issve or Posstntz Memper—WI11s Act (1 Vict. c. 26), 
s. 33. 


This was a summons to determine who was entitled to certain funds 
under the will of the late Admiral Sir Edward Harvey. The testator, 
who died in May, 1865, by his will, dated in November, 1857, gave one- 
fourth of his residuary personal estate to trustees upon trust to invest the 
same and pay the annual income thereof to his daughter, Eliza Ann, 
wife of R. J. Emmerson, for life, and after her death to hold the said 
one-fourth share in trust for the child if only one, or the children if 
more than one, of his said daughter who should, if a son or sons, 
attain twenty-one, or, if a daughter or daughters, attain that age or be 

ied, if more than one, in equal shares; and if there should be no 
such child of his said daughter, then from and after the death of his said 
daughter, and subject to the said trusts in favour of her child and 
children, upon trusts for Mr. Emmerson for life, and after his death for 
the testator’s other children. Mrs. Emmerson had one child only, and 
she attained twenty-one, and was married in 1863 to the defendant, 
A. Gillow, but died in 1864 intestate, leaving one child, who sur- 
vived the testator. Mrs. Emmerson died in February, 1892. In 
Olney v. Bates (3 W. R. 606, 3 Dr. 319) and Browne v. Ham- 
mond (Johns. 210, 7 W. R. Dig. 101) it was held that rection 33 
of the Wills Act, preventing lapse in case of gifts to a child or other 
issue of the testator, does not apply when the gift is to the testator’s 
children as a class. It was contended, on behalf of Mrs. Gillow’s 
personal representatives, that the principle of the authorities had no 
application to such circumstances as those of the present case, where in 

events which had happened the testator’s donee was the only member 
of the class who was ever in existence. It was also contended that Mrs. 
Gillow was in the position of a persona designata. 


Ourrry, J., said that Olney v. Bates turned upon a consideration of the 
established law relating to a gift to a class in connection with the law of 
lapse, and was followed in Browne v. Hammond. It was too late now for 
any court to reopen the question thus settled, see observations of 
Lord Selborne in Holyland v. Lewin (32 W. R. 443, 26 Ch. D. 266). The 
principle acted upon was that the section left the constitution of class 
ifts, as to which see Leake v. Robinson (2 Mer. 363) and Pearks v. Moseley (29 
. R.1, 5 App. Cas. 714), unaltered, and that the gifts were still to be read 
gifts to those only who survived the testator, and not as gifts to the pos- 
sible members of the class who died in the testator’s lifetime. The differ- 
ence between gifts to individuals and to a class was engrained in the law. 
Again, the descriptive words were not a designation of oO eg 
child. It was not correct to say that the gift to the dchildren had 
lapsed by reason of the death of a grandchild, a possible member of the 
class, in the testator’s lifetime ; it had failed to take effect by reason of 
there moe: Sp no grandchild to take. It was impossible to say that the 
gift had until Mrs. Emmerson, who might have had other children, 
had herself died. Then, if he acceded to the contention of Mrs. Gillow’s 
representatives extraordinary anomalies would result. His lordship, after 
giving exam: of these, held that Mrs. Gillow’s representatives could not 
take under the will, and that the gifts over took effect.—Counsg., Farwell, 
Q.C., and Dauney ; Byrne, Q.C., G. M. Prior, and Robertson Macdonald ; 
Church. Sortcrrors, Speechiy, Mumford, Landon, § Rodgers ; Prior, Church, 
$ Adams, for Emmerson § Co., Sandwich. 

[Reported by J. F. Watry, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Re RUSSELL, RUSSELL ». OAKES—Chitty, J., 18th January. 


EaqurranLe AssIGNMENT—FUND IN HANDS OF THIRD Person-—Letrer By 
ASSIGNOR TO HIS OWN Soricrrorn—CoMMUNICATION By SoLiciror to 
HOLDER OF Funp—Deatu or Assicnor. 


A., being entitled to the balance of an unpaid legacy of £3,000 still in 
the hands of the executors, wrote a letter at the request of B. to his own 
solicitor directing him to pay the amount to B. A.’s solicitor forwarded 
the letter to the solicitors of the executors, and pointed out that it gave 
B. authority to receive the fund, and this direction was communicated to 
the executors, who acted cn it, and paid the amount to B.’s account four 
days after the death of A. They subsequently requested B. to return the 
money, on the ground that their authority to pay him was revoked by A.’s 
death. B., who was merely a trustee of A.’s wife’s marriage settlement, 
complied with this request, and eventually a summons was taken out to 
determine whether B. was entitled or whether the money belonged to A.’s 
estate. The evidence was clear that A. wished the money pail to B. as 
trustee of the marriage settlement. Counsel for B. contended that there 
was a good equitable assignment, and relied strongly on the cases of Lambe 
v. Orton (1 Dr. & 8m. 125), where a similar letter to an executor was acted 
on by such executor after the death of the writer, and M‘Fadden v. Jenkyns 
(1 Ph. 153), where a verbal message by a creditor to a debtor directing 
him to hold the debt in trust for a third person, such direction being com- 
municated to the third person, was held a good equitable assignment. 

Curry, J., said it was always a sad thing when death intervened and 
prevented a man carrying out his intention. Here there was no doubt 
that A. intended to present the money to B. for the benefit of his wife 
before death, and it had been contended that the letters constituted an 

uitable assignment, but his lordship knew of no authority which made 
a letter to a man’s own solicitor an assignment for the benefit of another 
person. It was written to-day and could be revoked to-morrow ; and, of 
course, death would revoke it. The letter was not an equitable assignment, 
but only a direction to the solicitor what to do with the money when he 
got it; and, as the solicitor himself understood it, it was a mere authority 
for B. to receive the money. The letter made no mention of the settle- 
ment, or that B. was a trustee. Lambe v. Orton was relied on, but in that. 
case there was a definite letter shewing, in the Vice-Chancellor’s opinion, 
a distinct intention on the part of the writer once for all to make over the 
property. In this case his lordship could find no such absolute intention, 
or anything more than an authority which could have been revoked the 
next day, and was, ipso facto, revoked by death.—Counszx, F. A. Milne ; 
Farwell, Q.C., and Godefroi ; Byrne, Q.0.,and Hadley. Soxicrrors, H. R. 7. 
Alexander ; H. W. Nicholson ; Beckett, Stunt, § Nash. 


[Reported by G. Rowianp A.stoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re PADDINGTON ESTATE ACT; BATHURST v. THISTLETHWAYTE— 
Chitty, J., 19th January. 


TrusTEEs—Borrow1nG Powers EXHAUSTED—DEVELOPMENT OF EsTaTE AT 
Expsnse or Co-owNER— AGREEMENT TO ACCEPT A SMALLER SHARE OF THE 
Rents For A Pgrrop—VAtiniry. 


Under section 3 of the Paddington Estate Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 4), 
the trustees of the Sang. ear Estate (which comprised renewable lease- 
holds held under the esiastical Commissioners) had power, with the 
consent of their cestuis que trust in possession, to enter into agreements with 
the commissioners, defining, among other things, the manner in which the 
rents of certain building leases should be apportioned as between them and 
the commissioners. There being some doubt as to how such appor- 
tionment ought to be made, the opinion of Lord Bramwell was 
taken in an informal manner, and he decided that a fair appor- 
tionment under the circumstances would be for the trustees and 
the commissioners to take the rents in equal moieties. It had now be- 
come necessary to lay out a considerable sum of money in developing 
the pro’ , laying down roads, sewers, &c., before it would be avail- 
able for building leases. The trustees expected to obtain building rents 
of £100 per acre, as against £4 per acre agricultural rents. Their borrow- 
ing powers, however, being nearly exhausted, they proposed that the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners should md the necessary money on the 

roperty and take an increased share of the rent either in perpetuity or 

or a term of years. An objection being taken that, under the circum- 
stances, this was an indirect method of borrowing the money, this summons 
was taken out to determine whether the trustees might lawfully make 
such arrangement with the commissioners. 

Currry, J., said that the above objection could not be sustained. He 
thought it was reasonable and proper for the trustees to agree to take a 
less portion of the rents having regard to the money to be laid out by the 
commissioners. This would not be a borrowing by the trustees, but only 
a just and equitable apportionment of rents. It was suggested us a sub- 
dileer point that the trustees might find it advisable not to make such 
yee oy ergy finally, but only during a period of years. His lordship 

ought that the trustees had power to do this with the consent of the 

entitled to the rents and profits in possession, and that he could 
express that opinion without having the reversioners before the court.— 
Counsel, Rashleigh ; Blakesley. Sowtcitors, Budd, Brodie, § Hart; White, 
Borrett, § Co. 
[Reported by G. Rowianp Auston, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LEAROYD v. THE HALIFAX JOINT-STOCK BANKING CO. (LIM.)— 
Stirling, J., 19th January. . 
Practice—Propucrion or Documents—ParivitecE—BANKRUPTCY—EXAMIN- 


ation By Souicrrorn or Trustee 1m Banxrurtrcy—TRanscript or Nores 
or Examrnation—Banxeuprcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 27. 


This was a summons in the above-named action, and raised a question 
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upon the law relating to the production of documents and pike in re- 
1, carried on 


t of the same. Mr. Cyrus Brook had, up to July, 1 

business at Halifax as a worsted manufacturer, under the style of Cyrus 
Brook & Oo., but.in that month the Halifax Bank, the defendants in the 
action, to whom Brook was ay | indebted, and who held securities 
given by him, closed his account with them. An arrangement was there- 
upon entered into between Brook and his three sons, who had ly 
assisted him in the business, that he should retire from the business, and 
that it should be transferred to them and be carried on under the style of 
Cyrus Brook & Sons, and the bank, to facilitate the arrangement, agreed 
to open a fresh account with the three sons. In March, 1892, Brook was 
adjudicated a bankrupt and Learoyd, the eee was appointed trustee 
in the bankruptcy. In June, 1892, the plaintiff brought this action, in 
which he claimed that certain agreements, deeds, and documents, by which 
the arrangement in July, 1891, for the transfer of the business from Brook 
to his sons was carried out, might be set aside as being fraudulent and 
void, on the alleged ground that such arrangement was made for the pur- 
pose of defeating, delaying, and defrauding creditors. Upon an order 
obtained by the bank the plaintiff made the usual affidavit of documents 
in his power or possession, in which he objected to produce one document 
mentioned—namely, a transcript of the shorthand notes of the examina- 
tion by his solicitors of Brook, two of his sons, and the manager of the 
bank under section 27 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, on the ground that 
the transcript had come into existence for the of furnishing to the 
plaintiff's solicitors evidence to be used in the tion or information 
which might lead to the obtaining of such evidence for the use of his soli- 
citors, to enable them to conduct the litigation and advise him in reference 
thereto. Mr. Booth, the plaintiff’s solicitor, stated in his affidavit that 
the examination above referred to took place on the 18th and 19th of May, 
1892, in the private room of the district registrar at Halifax with closed 
doors, and was of a strictly private character, and that no was 
present except the witnesses and their solicitors, together with the plain- 
tiff and the deponent as his solicitor and the shorthand writer. He 
further stated: ‘‘I then called the attention of the registrar to the decision 
of Chitty, J., in the case of Re Grey's Brewery Co. (32. W. R. 381, 25 Ch. D. 
405, 406), and objected to the solicitors for the witnesses taking any notes, 
and intimated that I did not intend to file the evidence when taken. The 
said examination took place — for the purpose of enabling me to ascer- 
tain the facts in connection with the assignment by the bankrupt to his 
sons of over £30,000 worth of property before advising the trustee to bri 
an action, so as to avoid incurring the expense of some hundreds of poun 
in entering into litigation respecting the matter.’’ The bank then took 
out this summons for the determination by the court of the question 
whether the transcript was a privileged document. On their behalf 
it was contended, on the authority of Anderson v. Bank of British 
Columbia (24 W. R. 724, 2 Ch. D. 644) and Wheeler v. Le Marchant (17 Ch. 
D. 675, 29 W. R. Dig. 72), that the transcript was not privileged, and 
ought to be produced, while for the trustee it was contended that inspec- 
tion could not be enforced, and The Southwark and Vaurhall Water Co. v. 
Quick (26 W. R. 328, 3 Q. B. D. 315) was cited. 

Srmuine, J., said the affidavit of documents made by the plaintiff was 
not perhaps quite as clear as it might be as to the grounds upon which 

ri e was claimed, but the court could not say that it was insufficient. 

pon the law applicable to the question the authority most usually 
referred to was the case of Anderson v. Bank of British Columbia. The 
judgment of Jessel, M.R., in that case seemed to his lordship to be a 
clear and satisfactory exposition of the law, but the case which shewed 
tne length to which the as had was The Southwark and Vauz- 
hall Water Co. v. Quick. In that case Cotton, L.J., said the principle was 
that if a document came into existence for the of being com- 
municated to the solicitor with the object of his advice, or of 
enabling him either to prosecute or defend an on, then it was 
privileged, because it was something done for the purpose of serving as a 
communication between the client and the solicitor. That was a case 
where the document was obtained by the client, not the solicitor, and the 
case was @ fortiori where (as was more usual) the document was obtained 
by the solicitor himself. His lordship did not think that either Sir G. 
Jessel or Cotton, L.J., who were members of the Court of Appeal which 
decided Wheeler v. Le Marchant, meant to depart from the principles 
which were laid down by them in the cases to which he had referred. 
That case was a peculiar one. What was contended for there was that 
all communications to a solicitor for enabling him to advise his client were 
privileged. The Master of the Rolls said that it had never been decided 
that documents were protected merely because they were produced by a 
third party in answer to an inquiry made by the solicitor, and he re- 
peated in other words what he had said in Anderson v. Bank of British 
Columbia were the grounds on which a communication to a solicitor must 
be protected from production. In his lordship’s , the Court of 
Appeal did not intend in Wheeler v. Le Marchant to it the rules of the 
court with to communications to solicitors in contemplation of 
litigation, or to obtain evidence with reference to it. In the present case 
the client was not an ordinary litigant; he was a trustee in ptcy, 
and had power, under section 27 of the Bankruptey Act, 1883, to compel 
information to be given which an ordinary litigant had not. Official 
liquidators, as was well known, had similar powers in the winding up of 
insolvent companies. The nature of the section was explained by 
Chitty, J., in Re Grey’s ge: tee which was a case under section 115 of 
the Companies Act, 1862. t learned judge said the object of those 
sections was to enable the court to obtain information both in bank- 
or and in ee ee and that an examination of 
the kind in question must be considered in the nature of a secret pro- 
ceeding. The transcript of the examination in the 
private document. 


it was to be filed immediately. If that 
of the examination might often be 
considered by his lordship and by 
tions taken under section 115 of 
under that section in all branches of 
when taken should be returned to 
tion, but they were not filed until the 
chief clerk, that no harm could be done by 
documents were as private documents, and why 
should not a document ob y a in bankruptcy for his own 
information, in order to enable solicitor to advise him as to future 
proceedings, be privileged? If, instead of putting the court in motion 
under section 27, the trustee had, at the instance of his solicitor, written 
to the bank m iniquities, and had got a letter sta the 
privileged communication, and his lordship 
failed to see why a document such as a transcript giving the information 

the ould not be also 
privileged. the solicitor him- 
self, which made the case stronger, and he had the of it 
in his evidence. If, therefore, privilege had been sufficiently cla’ , and 
in his lordship’s opinion it had been, the document was one which waa 
capable of being privileged, and, consequently, the — failed, 
and must be refused, with costs.—Counsst, Buckley, Q.C., and B. Eyre ; 
Hastings, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady. Soxtscrrors, Jaques § Co., for J. Norton 
Dickons, Halifax; Walter Helliwell, for Jubb, Booth, § Helliwell, Halifax, 

(Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 





| Winding-up Cases. 
Re WEST CUMBERLAND IRON AND STEEL CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan 
Williams, J., 2lst January. 
Company—Winpinc vp—Securep Crepiror—Dest—Scotcx Process—~ 
Decree rw Scotcn Court gsTasiisuine Dept. 


Two applications were made in the winding up of the abovenamed 
company, one being a motion by Messrs. J. A. Hope & Oo., of White- 
haven, fot an order that they, notwithstanding the winding up of the 
company, might be at to continue and prosecute an action or 
summons now pending in the of Session in Scotland, wherein they 
were the pursuers and the company the defendant, and that, in the event 
of their being successful, they my maga at liberty to enforce the attach- 
ment or arrestments obtained by t of moneys of the company in the 
hands of the Royal Bank of Scotland, the other a motion on behalf 
of the liquidator that Messrs. Hope & Oo. might be restrained from farther 
prosecuting the said action and arrestment. Evidence of Scotch la 
was read to the effect that, in their in the event of Messrs. Hope 
& Co. obtaining a decree in their for a sum of money, the decree 
would draw back to the dates of arrestment on the dependence, and 
Messrs. Hope & Co. would, on obtaining the decree, have an absolute 
preference over the funds arrested to the extent of the sum to which they 
might be found entitled in the action, and that, had the wind up of 
the company proceeded in Scotland, the court would have granted leave 
to Meesrs. Hope & Co. to continue their action so as to afford them an 
opportunity of éstablishing that there was a sum due to them for which 
they had secured a preference by their arrestments. There was also read 
an affidavit by a Scotch lawyer that it was within the power of the Scotch 
courts to recall, and in effect to annul, arrestments such as those 
obtained by Mesers. Hope & Co., and it was suggested that the warrant 
for the original arrestment ad jurisdictionem was obtained on a 


argument to the effect that the obtaining of the decree before the winding 
up was not essential to the Moore f of the security of the creditor. 
Vavonan Wits, J., that Messrs. Hope & Co. were, subject 
to their obtaining a decree in the Scotch courts, secured creditors. In 
ivin judgment, he said that the question was whether Messrs. Hope & 
Se rtue of the in Scotland, had become secured 
creditors, for if the effect of those 
secured creditors, they were entitled 
in so far as was necessary to give effect 
obtained. The question whether Mesers. 
their proceedings in Scotland a valid 
Scotch law, while the question whether Messrs. 
be allowed to continue the action and arrestment 
his lordship to determine under the be oe 
wyers, 
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lished. ‘The arrestments in the present case seemed to have been executed 
on the 19th and 21ét of March, 1892. The date of petition was the 23rd 
of May, 1892, and the date of the resolution for voluntary liquidation the 
2let of May, 1892. It seemed to him, therefore, that Messrs. Hope & 
Co. were, subject to their obtaining a decree in the Scotch courts estab- 
lishing their debt, secured creditors. His lordship further thought that 
Messrs. Hope & Co. could not enforce their security by proceedings in the 
winding up, and that, therefore, he ought to sallow the action and arrest- 
ment in the Scotch court to continue, and he should, therefore, grant 
the motion of Messrs. Hope & Co., and dismiss the motion of the liquidator, 
in.each case with costs.—Counset, 0. L. Clare; Alerander Young ; Haldane, 
Q.C., and Gatey. Soutcrrors, Harrison §¢ Powell, for T. Brown, White- 
haven ; Blunt § Lawford, for Brockbank, Helder, §& Co., Whitehaven. 
{Reported by V. px 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re THE CORNWALL BRICK, TILE, AND TERRA COTTA CO.—Vaughan 
Williams, J., 21st January. 
Company—Votvuntary LiqurpaTIon—FuLty parp-vp SHAREsS—PROcEDURE 


—Laist or ConrrisvTorres—Disrvtep Lianmiry—Companies Act, 1862, 
s. 138. 


In this case a question arose as to whether, when a company is in 
voluntary liquidation, and all the shares are fully paid up except those of 
one shareholder, who disputes his liability on the ground that he has paid 
for his shares in full, the liquidator could apply to the court under section 
138 of the Companies Act, 1862, for a declaration that the shareholder 
ought to be placed on the list of contributories. Section 138 enacts that 
** where a company is being wound up voluntarily, the liquidators or any 
contnbutory may apply to determine any question arising in the 
matter of such winding up, or to exercise, as respects the enforcing of calls, 
or in respect of any other matter, all or any of the powers which the court 
might exercise if the company were being wound up by that court.’ 

Vavenan Wittiiams, J., held that such a declaration ought not to be 
made, but that the liquidator ought himself to place the shareholder on 
the list of contributories.—Counsrt, Colam; A. a B. Terrell. Soxtcrrors, 
Farlow § Fuller ; G. M. Folkard. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
WHITWORTH ». DARBISHIRE AND OTHERS—25th January. 


Pracrice—StTateMEeNnt or Craim—JornpER or Causes or AcTion—CLAm™ 
AGAINST Executorn—C.Lam aGarnst Executor 1n Private Capaciry— 
Ricut to Jorn—R. 8. C., XVIIL., 5. 


Appeal from an order of Wright, J., at chambers, reversing an order of 
a master, who had refused to order that three paragraphs of the statement 
of claim in the action should be struck out. The paragraphs were 7, 8, 
and 9 of the statement of claim, and, on the application of the defendants, 
the master refused to strike them out, but the learned judge struck out all 
three, on the ground that they were irrelevant and shewed no cause of action, 
and also on the ground that under ord. 18, r. 5, they could not be joined 
with the previous part of the statement of claim. ‘The plaintiff appealed, 
and the question now was whether the paragraphs were properly struck out. 
‘The plaintiff was a consulting engineer at Nottingham, and the de- 
fendants were the executors and residuary and universal legatees under 
the will and codicils of the late Sir Joseph Whitworth, who died in 1887. 
The plaintiff alleged in his statement of claim that during the lifetime of 
the late Sir Joseph Whitworth—namely, from the year 1875 until 1880— 
the plaintiff was in the employ of Sir Joseph Whitworth as private secre- 
tary and assisted him in perfecting and developing certain patents and 
processes in which the said Sir J. Whitworth was interested, and also pro- 
vided materials, constructed models, and made experiments under the 
direction and at the special request of Sir J. Whitworth until his death in 
1887. The plaintiff says that Sir J. Whitworth in his lifetime promised 
the —_ that, in consideration of the above services, he (Sir J. Whit- 
worth) would by his will leave and bequeath to the plaintiff the sum of 
£5,000; and that after the death of Sir J. Whitworth the defendants, as 
his executors, became possessed of personal property of the deceased to 
be administered sufficient to py all the debts of the deceased, including 
the debt of the plaintiff. en came the paragraphs objected to—viz., 
7, 8,and 9. Paragraph 7 set out that in the alternative the plaintiff's 
claim is against all and each of the defendants personally for that, know- 
ing of the contract between the plaintiff and Sir J. Whitworth, they 
fraudulently and by undue influence, and while Sir J. Whitworth was in 
a state of senile dementia, induced him to make the will and codicils in 
question, whereby they practically became possessed of the whole of the 
testator’s property, no provision in the will having been made for the 
payment to the plaintiff of the said sum of £5,000. Paragraph 8 set out 
that by the fraud and undue influence of the defendauts as already set 
forth the late Sir J. Whitworth was induced to break his contract with the 
plaintiff to leave him on death the sum of £5,000. Then paragraph 9 
alleged that in the farther alternative the plaintiff says that before and at 
the time of the execution of the said will the defendants knew that the 
said Sir J. Whitworth had contracted and then intended to bequeath to 
the plaintiff the said sum of £5,000 as remuneration for the services 
rendered, and that the said Sir J. Whitworth was desirous that the 
plaintiff should be paid out of his estate the said sum, which is one of the 
wishes referred to in the fourth codicil to the said will, and the plaintiff 
will contend that under the said will and codicils the defendants took the 
residuary estate burdened with 4 trust in the plaintiff’s favour to pay him 
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‘thereout the sum of £5,000, and the plaintiff claimed £5,000. The learned 


judge struck these paragraphs out as being useless and as being improper], 
joined. The plaintiff now appealed. The words of the fourth edit 
relied on in ph 9, as creating a precatory trust, were ‘‘ having full 
confidence that they [that is, the defendants] will respectively carry out 
my wishes to the utmost of their power.” . 18, 7. 5, — that 
‘* claims by or against an executor may be joined with claims by or against 
him personally, provided the last-mentioned claims aré alleged to arise 
with reference to the estate in respect of which the plaintiff or defendant 
sues or is sued as executor.”” The case of Padwick v. Scott, 24 W. R. 723, 
2 Ch. D. 736, was referred to on behalf of the plaintiff. 


Day, J.—As to paragraphs 7 and 8, we are both of opinion that they 
must be struck out, as they do not come within the rule. Tney are in 
respect of claims made against the defendants personally, and they do not 
arise out of the estate of the deceased at all, and they are claims which 
have no bearing whatever upon the fact of the defendants being execu- 
tors, and for that reason they cannot be joined with the other causes of 
action. Even if I thought they did come within ord. 18, r. 5, I should 
still strike them out and disallow them iu the exercise of my discretion, 
and there are abundant reasons for doing so. Once the contract is estab- 
lished then the whole £5,000 is recoverable, so that these paragraphs 
are wholly useless, because to make them available the plaintiff must firat 
establish the contract, and if he does that then he recovers all he wants 
without these paragraphs. Therefore, if there were a discretion in the 
matter, in the exercise of my discretion I should not allow them. As to 
the ninth paragraph, it is utterly frivolous, and the fourth codicil gives no 
shadow of support to the claim. 


Co.tis, J.—I am of the same opinion. As to paragraphs 7 and 8, they 
are unquestionably based upon a tort committed by persons who are 
executors, but it is a mere accident that the defendants are executors, and, 
that being so, let us see what these causes of action are. They are. actions 
against executors in respect of the deceased’s estate, and actions against 
executors in their private capacity. Before the Judicature Act this could 
not be joined; now the right is conferred, but with limitations, which are 
mentioned in the rule. Here the cause of action in the paragraphs in 
question arose without any reference whatever to the estate of the 
deceased, and they arose before the death of the testator, without any 
reference to the fact of the defendants being executors. The case decided 
by Hall, V.C., which has been cited states exactly what class of cases 
may be joined, but the rule has no application for joining a claim against 
the estate and a claim for a personal wrong. Then we come to paragraph 
9. That is based upon the assertion of a trust in the codicil; but when 
we look at that codicil it does not come within a long distance of creating 
a trust, and, in fact, the words of it negative a trust. I agree with the 
decision of Wright, J., that these paragraphs ought to be struck out and 
this appeal dismissed.—Counset, LZ. Hart; Sir C. Russell, A.G., and 
Danckwerts. Soxticrrors, P. Collings § Co. ; Cookson, Wainewright, § Pen- 
nington. 

, [Reported by Sir Suzrsroy Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


HARE v. ELMS AND OTHERS—24th January. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—RELIEF AGAINST ForrgITURE FOR NON-PAYMENT 
or Rent—APpptLicaTION ny UNDERLESSEE—LEsSEE NOT A Party. 


This was an application for relief against the forfeiture of a lease for 
non-payment of rent, the applicants being a building society, who were 
mortgagees by sub-demise of the premises comprised in the original lease ; 
their mortgagor himself held by underlease from an assignee of the lease. 
The action was brought in May, 1892, by the assignees of the reversion 
against the tenants in possession for ejectment for non-payment of rent 
by the original lessees, and the defendants allowed judgment to go by 
default. On the 30th of June the plaintiffs took possession under their 
judgment, and on the 5th of December this summons for relief was taken 
out by the applicants. Neither the original lessees nor their assignees 
were in any way before the court, and the master refused to grant the 
relief asked for at the request of underlessees in the absence of the lessees. 
Barnes, J., in chambers, referred the question to the court. The appli- 
cants relied upon 4 Geo. 2, c. 28, s. 4, and the Common Law P. ure 
Acts, 1852 (ss. 210-212) and 1860 (s. 1), and upon the following cases :— 
Webber v. Smith (2 Vern. 103), Berney v. Moore (2 Ridgeway, 310), Doe d. 
Whitfield v. Roe (3 Taunt. 402), and Doe d. Wyatt v. Byron (1 OC. B. 623). 
Bowser v. Colby (1 Hare 109), Cresswell v. Davidson (56 L. T. N.S. 811), and 
Burt v. Gray (65 L. T. N. 8S. 229) were also referred to. 

Tue Covrt (Day and Cottrns, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Day, J.—In this case the question is whether relief against forfeiture 
can be given to an undertenant who seeks it against the landlord and 
against the original lessee. He does not bring the lessee before us, but 
asks that the old lease and all the liabilities under its covenants may be 
restored without giving any opportunity to the lessee to be heard upon the 
question. The rent being in arrear, the landlord has brought an action of 
ejectment, and has not only obtained judgment, but has enforced it by 
taking possession. The applicants say that they had no notice of this, and 
they come for relief within the statutory period of six months. But what- 
ever remedy they may have they must enforce it in the proper manner, 
and either bring the proper persons before the court or give some reason 
for not doing so. The old practice as to granting relief in courts of law 
was to restrain an action of ejectment if the rent was paid into court; 
courts of equity would, even after ejectment, order a new lease to be exe- 
cuted. Afterwards the remedy was more accurately defined by the Legis- 
lature in several statutes, of which the first was 4 Geo. 2, c. 28. But in 
all the cases before the courts of law and of equity the lessee was present ; 
no instance could be given where a lease was ordered to be executed 


‘in the absence of the lessee. That was so in the case of Benmey v. 
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Moore, which was pressed upon us. There it seems to have been 
t unreasonable that the lessee should not execute the new lease, 
and he was ordered to do so, certainly for the advantage of the under- 
leseee. The execution of a new lease after the old one had been annulled 
by the ejectment was merely a way of the old lease, and 
therefore the Legislature very wisely th the expense and 
trouble of making a new lease, and declared that the old lease might be 
declared to be still existing; but that did not alter the practice, and it 
was still necessary to have the lessee before the court. The case in 
Taunton’s Reports (Doe d. Whitfleld v. Roe) is no authority at all as to the 
tights of lessee and ‘underlessee. And in Doe d. Wyatt v. Byron there 
had been no judgment for ejectment; the underlessees entered an 
appearance before any judgment had been obtained, and upon their 
paying the rent and costs the proceedings were ee ae and the lease was 
never determined. Here the lease has been de’ , and we are asked 
to set.up the old lease against the lessee, who is not before us, and who 
has in some way, it does not appear by whose — released from 
it. I do not think that we should be right in do e 
Co.tins, J.—It was argued that a sub-lessee is not within section 1 
of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1860, at all, but it is not necessary to 
decide that point, because I think that the absence of the original lessee is 
a fatal objection to the application ; the point is, however, dealt with by 
Henn, J., in Berney v. Moore. Before the Act gave power to the courts to 
say that the old lease should stand instead of ordering a new lease to be 
executed it was necessary for the lessee to be present in order to execute 
the new lease. When the method of granting relief was altered, the 
presence of the lessee was still necessary, because a liability was being 
imposed upon him of which he had previously, perhaps by no fault of his 
own, got rid. He might have very good reasons to urge why that lia- 
bility should not be reimposed upon him. No authority from a court of 
equity for this being done in the absence of the lessee has been produced, 
and the cases before common law courts which have been referred to are 
no authorities for the proposition, for the reasons stated by my brother 
Day. I think that this application cannot succeed, because the lessee hus 
not been brought into the case, and no reason has been given for not 
bsinging him in. Appeal dismissed.—Counse., Willes Chitty and Frank 
Newbolt ; Frank Gover. Soxtcrrons, Wyatt § Co. ; Gover. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dixit, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WHITE v. COHEN—19th January. 


Practice—County Court—Action Cummencep in Hicu Court anp TRraws- 
FBRRED TO County Court—Recovery or Less tHan Twenty Pounps— 
Ricut to Costs—County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), ss. 
65, 116. 

The question raised in this case was whether section 116 of the County 

Courts Act, 1888, applies to an action originally brought in the High 

Court and transferred under section 65 to a county court, so as to deprive 

a plaintiff who has recovered a less sum than £20 (in contract) of any 

costs of the action. The action was brought in the High Court to recover 

a sum of £27 10s. for goods sold and delivered, and was transferred to the 

City of London Court by an order made under section 65 of the County 

Courts Act, 1888. The defendant pleaded a set-off of £8 2s., and the 

registrar of the City of London Court, before whom the case was heard by 

consent of the parties, held that the plaintiff was entitled to recover on 
his claim and the defendant on his set-off, and accordingly gave judgment 
for the plaintiff for £19 8s. The plaintiff carried in his bill of costs for taxa- 
tion, but the registrar was of opinion that the plaintiff, having recovered 
less than £20, could have no costs by reason of the provisions of section 

116 of the County Courts Act, 1888: he therefore refused to tax, and the 

judge of the court upon appeal upheld the decision of the registrar. The 

plaintiff appealed, contending that when an action has been remitted from 
the High Court to a county court it becomes an ordinary county court action 
and is governed by section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, section 

116 having no application to such an action, and that a successful plain- 

tiff is entitled to have his costs taxed on such scale of the county court fees 

as is applicable having regard to the amount recovered. Section 116, it 
was said, only applies to actions commenced in and remaining in the High 

Court. Taylor v. Cass (17 W. R.-860, L. R. 4 OC. P. 614) and Harris v. 

Judge (41 W. R. 9; 1892, 2 Q. B. 565) were referred to. The County 

Courts Act, 1888, s. 65, gives power to a judge at chambers in certain cases 

to order an action commenced in the High Court to be tried in a county 

court, and upon such order being made ‘‘the action and all proceedings 
therein shall be tried and taken in such court as if the action had been 
originally commenced therein, and the costs of the in respect of 
proceedings subsequent to the order of the judge of the High Court shall 
be allowed according to the scale of costs for the time being in use in the 
county courts.’ Section 116 enacts that ‘‘ with respect to any action 
brought in the High Court which could have been commenced in a county 
court, the following provisions shall apply: 1. If in an action founded 
on contract the plaintiff shall recover a sum less than twenty pounds he 
shall not be entitled to any costs of the action . . . unless in any 

such action, whether founded on contract or on tort, a judge of the b 

Court certifies that there was sufficient reason for bringing the action in 

that court, or unless the High Court, or a judge thereof at chambers, shall 

by order allow costs.”’ 

Tue Court (Lord Cotzrtper, C.J., and Cavr, J.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Cotzr1per, O,J.—In this case it appears to me that the decision 
of the judge of the City of London Court was correct. Whatever may 
have been the practice before the passing of the Act of 1888, Iam of 
opinion that since that Act there is no jurisdiction in the county court 
judge to allow costs in such a caseas this. That is the point before us, and 
it is all we have to decide. The cave of Taylor v. Cassis an authority thata ! 


must be left to the 

do not see that the enactment 
it is very plain. [His ree then 
tinued ~ Here the has 
which d have been commenced 
less than £20. Therefore, this 
taken away by the Legislature: in plain unambiguous words. It is said 
that the words in section 116 ‘‘ unless in any such action,’’ &c., shew that 
that was not the intention of the . But those words shew that 
the only person who can interfere with the universality of the enactment 
which absolutely takes away costs in certain cases is a judge of the High 
Court, not a county court judge. lt is, therefore, im ble for a county 
court judge to allow costs in a case which comes, wi section 116. 

case of Harris v. Judge, so far from countenancing the contention of the 
appellant, is in favour of the respondent’s view. That was an action 
brought in the High Court and remitted to a county court in which the 
plaintiff recovered more than £20, but less than £50. It was sought to 
obtain after the trial in the county court an order to tax the costs on the 
High Court scale, and the Court of A 
to make such an order. The Lords Justices concurred in holding that 
section 116 applied to such a case, and that if a plaintiff brings such an 
action in the High Court he does so at the peril of being deprived of his 
costs, and if that was the view of the Legi re I can see nothing inex- 
pedient in it. We are deciding according to the express words of the 
statute, and our decision is supported by the judgment given in the Court 
of Appeal in Harris v. Judge. 

Cave, J.—I am of the same opinion. Section 65 applies only to actions 
founded on contract brought in the High Court, but 1t includes some actions 
founded on contract which could not have been commenced in a county 
court ; it gives power to order the transfer of such actions to the county 
court, and it deals with the allowance of the costs of such actions. That 
is a general provision, and I do pact ae wea that there is anything to 
prevent the Legislature from introducing with respect to 
actions which would otherwise fall within section 65. It has done so by 
section 116, which relates only to actions which could have been com- 
menced in a county court; that section therefore deals with a part only 
of the subject-matter of section 65. We have the — 
of Appeal in Harris v. Judge for saying that section 116 applies to actions 
which have been remitted from the High Court to a county court. It is 
clear that that was the view of Lindley, L.J., held that a plaintiff 
whose action had been remitted from the 
and had recovered more than £20, but 
costs taxed upon the High Court scale; and also that a 
Court could not grant him a certificate under section 116. 
Lords Justices are even more express upon the point. 
it is clear that a plaintiff who has recovered less 
costs at all unless he brings himself within the proviso in section 1 
to that Lindley, L.J., in Harris v. Judge says, ‘‘ In a transferred action the 
rules contained in section 116 must, in my o , be applied by the 
judge of the county court to which the action been transferred.’’ I 
confess I should have a difficulty in following that opinion, and the other 
Lords Justices express no such view. But that question does not arise here, 
for the plaintiff does not rely — any certificate under section 116, but 
asserts that he is entitled to costs without any such certificate. I 
think it is clear and in accordance with the decision in Harris v. Judge that 
in the absence of such a certificate—which the plaintiff has not obtained, 
to have his costs taxed 
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by the registrar, and that the decision of the county court judge was 
right. Appeal dismissed.—Counser, Hume Williams and Herdman ; 
Haldinstein. Soutcrrons, Henry Pumfrey ; Prince, Ayres, § Austen. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Drit., Barrister-at-Law. } 


THE QUEEN v. WEBB—C. C. R., 2ist January. 


CramiuaL LAw—EMBEzzLEMENT—DescripTion OF Master wv Inpictment— 
Company—Proor or INncoRPoRATION. 


the question being 
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to have been described by their corporate name, and that not having been 
done there was a variation between the indictment and the proof and the 
conviction was bad. 2. v. Pritchard (30 L. J. M. C. 169, L. & C. 34) and 
R. v. Langton (2 Q. B. D. 296) were cited. 

Tus Covrr (Lord Corzxiper, C.J., and Hawkins, Cave, Day, and 
Cots, JJ.) affirmed the conviction. 

Lord Corznipez, C.J., said that there was no doubt that if no evidence 
had been given of the incorporation of the company the description in the 
indictment would have been abundantly sufficient ; and, again, if strict 
= of the incorporation had been given the description would not have 

good, because the master whose goods were alleged to have been em- 
bezzled must be properly described in the indictment. It was really a 
uestion of evidence for the jury. The indictment was perfectly good on 
the face of it, and it lay upon the prisoner to shew that the description of 
the master was improper. The conviction must, therefore, be affirmed. 

Hawxina, J., was of the same opinion. No attempt had been made on 
behalf of the prisoner at the trial to prove affirmatively that the company 
was incorporated ; if that had been proved to the satisfaction of the jury 
the indictment would have failed, but there was no such proof, and the 
primd facie case that Pickering, Phipps, and others were the owners of the 
moneys was not displaced by any evidence. 

Cavz, J., agreed. If during the trial of a prisoner the evidence was at 
variance with the indictment the judge had power to amend ; unless there 
was such variance he had no jurisdiction to amend. Here there was some 
evidence that the prosecutors carried on business as Pickering, Phipps, & 
Co. (Limited), and if the prisoner had been indicted for stealing the 

of a limited company that evidence would, he thought, have been 
8 t. But it could not be said to be conclusive evidence of the fact of 
, and the jury might well have been dissatisfied with it. 

Day and Co.ims, JJ., concurred. Conviction affirmed.—Covunsz., 
J. W. Cooper; E. Turner. Soxtcrrors for the prosecution, Burton, Yeates, 
$ Hart, for Ellison, Cambridge. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BRADLEY v. CHAMBERLYN—20th January. 


Practice—SpxciatLy-1mnporseD Writ—Money Dvr unpER AGREEMENT— 
Connit1ion Precepent—No AVERMENT OF PERFORMANCE. 


This was an appeal of the plaintiff from an order of the judge in chambers. 
The action was ona by specially-indorsed writ, and the master ordered 
judgment to be entered for the plaintiff under order 14. The judge 
reversed that decision, on the ground that the indorsement on the writ was 
nota indorsement. The writ was indorsed as follows :—‘‘ The 
plaintiff’s claim is for £210, payable to the plaintiff on demand under an 

t bearing date 21st June, 1892, m by the defendant in favour 
of the plaintiff for value. Particulars: 1892, October 13. Toamount due, 
£210. The follcwing is a copy of the said agreement, ‘To A. M. Bradley, 

42, Lombard-street, London, 21st June. Dear Sir,—If you will deliver to 
my husband, Mr. A. H. Chamberlyn, the three bills you hold accepted by 

wardes (1) and Chatterton (2), I undertake to pay to you on demand the 
sum of £210 which he owes to you for cash advanced.—Yours truly, May 

Cuampertyn.’ The defendant is sued in t of her separate estate 

by her at the time the said agreement was entered into.” The 

judge in chambers was of opinion that this mdorsement was bad by rea- 

son of the omission to allege that the plaintiff had handed over the three 
bills to the defendant’s husband. 

Tue Court (Day and Cotirs, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cott, J., said that the only objection to the writ was that it con- 
tained no averment of the performance of the condition precedent, but he 
was of opinion that there was no authority which bound the court to say 
that such averment was necessary; and it was clear that, if it was not 
necessary, then this was a good special indorsement. It was a case in 
which, before the Judicature Acts, the sum due might have been recovered 
under the money count, if the condition had been performed in fact. If 

was wanted in the plaintiff’s favour, there was the case of Satch- 

well v. % (36 Soxrscrrors’ Journat, 521), which decided that it was a 

indorsement, although an everment was omitted which would 

in a statement of claim. He was of opinion that the indorse- 

ment in this case was good, and as tbe defendant had relied solely on the 

paseo 9 onthe bad not put in an affidavit of merits, it was too late 
now to for leave to do so, and the appeal must be allowed. 

Day, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Covunse., Oswald ; Silvain Mayer. 
Soxicrrons, Plaintiff’ in person ; Fereday. 

[Reported by F. O. Rosryson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


THE THAMES AND MERSEY MARINE INSURANCE CO. (LIM.) ». 
PITTS, SON, & KING.—17th January. 


Insunancz, Mantiwe—Warranty—ParticutakR AveracE—StTranpinc — 
Wuen Liasmrry ror, atracnes—Loar or Time—Construction— 
Acrezp Vautvue or Oarco (‘‘inctupep £1,361 6s. 6d. ron ADVANCE oN 
Freicut’’)—MEantne or. 


Special case stated by consent, and under order in the action. Two 
arose in this case vpon the following facts. By a policy 

of insurance dated the 17th of September, 1890, the defendants 
insured with the plaintiffs and other insurers certain maize valued 
at £7,940 by the ss. Craigion for a voyage at and from San Nicolas and 
Buenos Ayres to St. Vincent for orders to a port of the United Kingdom 
or Continent between Bordeaux and Hamburg, both inclusive. The sub- 
marine the insurance was described in the policy to be “26,910 
maize maize from 
Buenos 


for advance on freight’’). The policy included all risks of steam naviga- 
tion, and in craft or transhipment or while waiting transit, and it contained 
a warranty that the risk should be free from particular average unless the 
ship or craft should be stranded, burnt, or in collision. The Craigton 

ed from San Nicolas with 26,910 bags of maize and proceeded down the 
river Parana to Buenos Ayres, but on the way she stranded, and owing to 
the stranding and consequent transfer of some of the into lighters 
some of the maize was lost and other portions damaged. ray apn 
got off, and having been surveyed at Buenos A: and found to be sea- 
worthy to continue her vosage, the 800 tons harged into lighters and 
the 8,299 bags of maize which were awaiting her in barges at Buenos Ayres 
were shipped, and she sailed for Europe. the voyage a large portion of 


the seas. On the cargo being surveyed on arrival, part of the damage was 
attributed by the surveyor to the strain caused by, and effects of, the strand- 
ing, and it was found that, as a further consequence of the stranding, the 
crew were unable to prevent water getting into the hold, which might other- 
wise have been av There was no means of separately identifying 
the different portions of the cargo shipped. The plaintiffs paid a sum of 
£250 without prejudice to the defendants, the assignees of the bills of 
lading, in respect of damage. Average statements were subsequently 
prepared, which shewed that, if the defendants were entitled to claim for a 
particular javerage loss on the whole cargo, including the 8,299 bags 
shipped at Buenos Ayres, the liability of the plaintiffs was £269 11s. 3d. ; 
but that, if they were not entitled to claim in t of the above ship- 
ment at Buenos Ayres, their liability was £217 13s. 10d. only. The 
plaintiffs thereupon brought an action to recover back £32 63. 2d., and the 
above was one of the questions raised by the case; the second being upon 
the contention of the defendants that the particular average loss should 
have been calculated upon the full value of the maize, without deductin 

whewy been done in the average statements) the amount of sae | 

t. 


Tue Covrr (Day and Corts, JJ.) held that under the doctrine as to 
liability for average damage, by which, if the ship stranded, the warranty 
was gone and the policy was construed as if the warranty was not in it, 
aud by which, although it was proved that the damage did not in fact arise 
from the stranding, it was nevertheless recoverable from the insurer, the 
test which must be applied was whether the stranding took place during 
the adventure, which was the risk at which the goods were (Rous v. Salvador, 
1 Bing. N.S., per Tindal, C.J., at p. 536). In the present case, in the 
opinion of the court, the adventure commenced when the goods were 
P on board, the anterior risk being separately — for by the’ 
effect of the words in the policy, ‘‘ or craft,’’ and the damage in respect of 
the goods shipped at Buenos Ayres was, therefore, not recoverable. On 
the second point the court were of opinion that the true construction of 
the policy was, that it was not intended by the words written in—(‘‘ in- 
cluded £1,361 63. 6d. for advance on freight’’)—to effect a separate 
insurance of the advanced freight, but to shew how the value of the maize 
stated was arrived at; and that the defendants, therefore, were entitled 
to have the amount of the particular average loss calculated without 
deduction in respect ot advanced freight.—CounsgL, Joseph Walton, Q.C., 
and Synott; Channell, Q.C., and Carver. Soxicrrors, Waltons, Johnson, 
Bubb, § Whatton ; Crowders § Vizard, for Shelley § Jones, Plymouth. 


[Reported by J. P. Mexior, Barrister-at-Law.| 


BONNER (Appellant) ». LUSHINGTON, METROPOLITAN POLICE MAGIS- 
TRATE (Respondent)—18th January. 


APPEAL FROM QuaRTER Sgsstons—CuHarGe or Beuavine In A Riorovus or 
INDECENT MANNER—QUESTION OF FACT FOR JUSTICES—Ricut or APPRAL 
—Vacrant Act (5 Gro. 4, c. 83), s. 3. 


Case stated by the Court of Quarter Sessions for the county of London 
upon an appeal of the appellant against a certain conviction, dated the 
10th of September, 1892, for that she, being a common prostitute, did un- 
lawfully wander in a certain public street, called Regent-street, in the 
county of London, and there behave in a riotous and indecent manner, 
contrary to the provisions of the Vagrant Act (5 Geo. 4, c. 83), s. 3, which 
said appeal came on for hearing at the General Quarter Sessions of the 
Peace for the County of London on the 8th of October, 1892, when, upon 
hearing counsel for both parties, the court allowed the appeal, and ordered 
the said conviction to be quashed, subject to the opinion of the Queen’s 
Bench Division of the High Court upon the following case. It was proved 
before the court of quarter sessions that the — is a common pros- 
titute, and that between five and six o’clock in the afternoon of the 9th of 
September, 1892, the appellant was seen to go up to a gentleman in 
Regent-street, take hold of his arm, and continue to walk alongside the 
gentleman for some distance, still keeping hold of him, until he pushed her 
away by force and stepped into the roadway to get rid of her solicitations, 
that she repeated the same conduct towards seven other gentlemen within 
a short time afterwards, und that all the gentlemen laid hold of as above 
described appeared to be much annoyed by the appellant’s conduct, but 
none of them made complaint to the police. The appellant took hold of 
the gentlemen as above described in order to solicit them to accompany 
her for purposes of prostitution. It was contended on behalf of the 
mdent that under the circumstances aforesaid the appellant was 

ilty of behaving in a riotous and indecent manner within the meaning 
of the Vagrant Act (5 Geo. 4, c. 83), s. 3. The court of quarter sessions, 
being of opinion that the appellant had not been guilty of behaving in a 
riotous or indecent manner within the meaning of the said Act, quashed 
the conviction subject to this case. The question now for the opinion of the 
court was whether, under the circumstances aforesaid, the appellant was 





from San Nicolas, £6,065, 1 per cent. ; 8,299 bags 
Ayres, £1,875, { per cent’’; and it was therein stated that the 
goods were by agreement to be valued at £7,940 (‘included £1,361 6s. 6d. 


guilty of behaving in a riotous or indecent manner within the meaning of 
the said Act. 


the cargo was lost, and the remainder damaged by water owing to perils of , 
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Tue Court (Lord Cotertper, C.J., and Cavs, J.) took the objection 
that the question whether the appellant was, the circumstances, 
guilty of behaving in a riotous or indecent manner within the meaning of 
the Act was a question of fact for the justices to determine, and that 
consequently there was no appeal in the case. Appeal dismissed. 
Covnsst, for the present appellant, the police magistrate, Macmorran ; no 
counsel appeared contra. Soxtcrror, The Solicitor to the Treasury. 

[Reported by Sir Suzrsrow Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


WALKER »v. THE BAILDON LOCAL BOARD—17th January. 


Pvusiic Heattxa—New Bur.pinc—Picstye—Power to Putt Down—Pvustic 
Hearn Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), s. 157. 


This was an appeal from the decision of his Honour Judge Gates, at the 
Otley County Court of Yorkshire, giving ju mt for the plaintiff for £5 
damages in respect of the demolition by the defendant board of the 
plaintiff’s pigstye, henhouse, and yard. These erections were made by the 
plaintiff upon his property within the defendants’ district in the month of 
March, 1892 ; they extended over a stream flo towards the village of 
Baildon, the water of which was used by Bg oo ving five hundred feet 
lower down the stream for drinking aud domestic p ; they were 
erected without any submission of plans to or approval of the local board. 
In July the defendants, after notice to and some correspondence with the 
plaintiff, caused the pigstye and other erections to be removed, being of 
opinion that they would cause a pollution of the stream. The plaintiff 
thereupon brought this action against the defendants in the Otley County 
Court. The defendants set up as a defence their powers under the byelaws 
made by them under the Local Government Act, 1858, and the Public 
Health Act, 1875. That Act provides (section 157) that “‘every urban 
authority may make byelaws with respect to the follo matters 
(that is to say) . . (4) with respect to the of buildings, 
to waterclosets, earthclosets, privies, ashpits, and cesspools in connection 
with buildings,”’ ‘‘ and they may further provide for the observance of 
such byelaws by enacting therein such provisions as they think necessary 
as to the giving of notices, as to the deposit of plans, . . . andas to 
the power of such authority (subject to the provisions of this Act) to 
remove, alter, or pull down any work begun or done in contravention of 
such byelaws.’’ The byelaws made under this section by the defendants 
included the following : (27) “‘ Every person who shall intend to erect any 
new building shall give a month’s notice to the local board of such inten- 
tion © . and shall at the same time leave detail plans, sections of 
every floor of such intended new building, shewing the position, form, and 
dimensions of the several parts of such building, and of the watercloset, 
privy, cesspool, ashpit, and all other appurtenances,” and a description of 
the intended mode of drainage. Byelaw 32 gives power to the board to 
pull down works which a person has erected without complying with the 
requirements of the board and suffers to continue contrary to the board’s 
directions. The county court judge was of opinion that the erections in 
question, not being intended for human habitation or annexed to a dwell- 
ing-house, were not a building within the meaning of section 157 and the 
byelaws, and gave judgment for the plaintiff, and in ym of this view 
it was contended that an erection, in order to be a building within the 
section and byelaw 27, must have the characteristics therein referred to 
(viz., waterclosets, privies, &c.); that other byelaws gave power to deal 
with existing pigstyes as nuisances, although there was no provision - 
lating the erection of new pigstyes. Slaughter v. The Mayor of + 
land (60 L. J. M. C. 91) and Hobbs v. Dance (L. R. 9 C. P. 30) were referred to. 

Tue Court (Lord Co.zerrver, C.J., and Cavg, J.) reversed the decision 
of the county court judge, holding that the pigstye and other erections 
were a new building within the meaning of the byelaw, and that the 
Public Health Act and the byelaws authorized their demolition, which was 
the ground of the action. Appeal allowed.—Counsg., Forbes, Q.C., and 
M. Iush; Reginald Glen. Sourcrrors, Johnson, Weatherall, § Sturt, for 
Wade, Bilbrough, Booth, § Co. ; Jaques § Co. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Drit, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re POLLITT, Ex parte MINOR—C. A. No. 1, 20th January. 


Banxkzuptcy—Costs or Souticrron—PayMent ny Destor To secure Souict- 
TOR’s SERVICES IN PREPARING BALANCE-SHERBT AND CALLING MERTING oF 
Crepirors—ExercuTion or Deep or ASSIGNMENT BY DenTror—ActT oP 
Banxrurcy—Ciam By Trustee ror REPAYMENT. 


This case, which raised a question of im nce to solicitors, was an 
appeal from the decision of the Divisional Court (Vaughan Williams and 
Wright, JJ.) (ante, p. 31). The appellant, Mr. Minor, a solicitor at Man- 
chester, had acted as solicitor to the debtor, who on the 11th of December, 
1891, was indebted to him wi — of £40 for costs. On that day the 
debtor called upon the appellant for the purpose of putting his affairs 
before him, with the result that it was decided that a hebeban mbes should 
be prepsred and a meeting of the creditors called. Under the circum- 
stances the appellant declined to act for the debtor on credit, and unless 
the costs which would have to be incurred in the matter were secured to 
him ; and, consequently, on the 12th of December, 1891, the debtor paid 
to the appellant the sum of £15 in advance. On the same day the debtor 
executed a deed of assignment for the benefit of his creditors, which con- 
stituted the act of bankruptcy alleged in the petition which was afterwards 
presented against him; and, on the application of the official receiver as 
trustee, the county court judge disallowed all the costs of the solicitor 
incurred atter the act of bankruptcy had been committed, and ordered him 
to repay the balance of the money in his hands. ‘The solicitor appealed 


in case, the 
the act of Denkruptoy eutilied Mins Op agety tae aauauy to Mis 
debt. They asked the court to dissent from the opinions 38 W 


tne on erall's Bonkeaghey Gunae, S00 anette cane ‘a R. 
368, 497, 7 Morrell’s Peasceg oy | Cases, 100), and to extend, if necessary, 
Re Sinclair, Ex parte Payne (15 Q. B. D. 616, 34 W. R. 2 
Taz Covet (Lord Esuur, M.R., and Livpiey and A. Surrn, LJJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 
mmitting th; act Of gy hg to 
commit e act ap’ 
do work for him, but the A Tar wat 
for the debtor, for which he not been unless a sum of 
£15 was handed to him beh te costs. "i Bane eS Se - 
him for the special pa, himsel: work w might do. 
The appellant then sew for the and deed 


a of assignment, 
for which he had a right to take a certain of the £15. But when 
the deed of assignment was executed, that was an act of b 
the debtor, which the solicitor, of course, knew; the bankruptcy, 

came afterwards, related back to the act of , and the debtor 


was distributable amongst his creditors. And the act of eee ae 
put an end to the a it’s authority to do more work , the 
money, which was 
an end to, must be repayable 
contended that it was a pai 
But anything the 
prevent it, and the case was not within the decision in Re Sinclair, Ex parte 
Payne, which ought not to be extended further than was 
interests of humanity. Neither on this contention, nor on the ground that 
the course of dealing between the appellant and the debtor was a mutual 
credit, could the ap be su .—Counsat, H. Reed, Q.C., and 
Montague Shearman ; Sir C. |, A.G., and Muir Mackenzie. Soricrrors, 
Nicholson § Crouch ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


[Reported by J. P. Me.xon, Barriater-at-Law.]} 


SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
24 January—Ronerr Cory (Great Yarmouth). 








LAW SOCIETIES, 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
A special general meeting of the members of the society will be held in 
the hall of the society on Friday, the 24th of February next, at 2 p.m. 
recisely, for the election of an auditor in the place of Mr. Thomas 


emmell, deceased. 
A nation, Cae by two members of the society, nominating a member 

of the society intended to be proposed as auditor, must be transmitted in 

writing to the secretary twenty days at least before the day of meeting. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Jan. 16th.—At the weekly meeting of this society, at the 
Inner Temple Lecture Room, 3, py bd Bench-walk, T » Mr. 
te sent prac f Sy ieeke aiich is producing 2 deteriorating 
the rapid gro of the com . a 
effect — the character of the English nation.” Mr. C. W. Williams 
op the motion. Messrs. Elliman, Le Maistre, Woodcock, Herbert- 
Smith, Goodfellow, and Carson (visitor) . The motion upon being 
put to the house was declared to be by a majority of five, The 


subject for discussion next Monday, the 23rd inst., is ‘‘ That the 
in Carlill v. The Carbolie Smoke Ball Co. (1892, 2 Q. B. 484) was wrong.”’ 





LAW DEBENTURE CORPORATION (LIMITED). 


The third ordinary general meeting of the shareholders of the Law 
Debenture Co’ (Limited) was held on Monday, at 
House, Old Broad-street, Mr. Srantuy Bovirse 4 

The Cuarmman said: Gentlemen, it will bk for me to 
detain you at any length to-day, year there have 
been no raptinne Tig’ ype 
which call for any special remarks from me. The over we 
have has not been a good one rates of 
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£6,000°*? My answer is that this is only the third year of the company’s 
existence, ee I think it is as well that we should bs conliont, and, Cae 
rate, wait until the end of the next year before we pay a larger dividend 
than the 5 per cent. which we now propose. At the same time, I want to 
tay this: the £6,000 will not go to swell the profits on the founder’s 
shares. That £6,000 will be absolutely set asideas the property of the ordinary 
shareholders of the company, and whenever that £6,000 is distributed to the 
ordinary shareholders it will go irrespective of the profits of any future year. 
I ted out last year that if we were to retain your confidence it would 
only be by coming before you on each occasion with a statement such as is 
con in the ph in the report which, no doubt, you have 
directed your attention to—namely, the one in which we state: ‘‘The 
investments of the corporation now consist mainly of loans and debentures, 
repayable at fixed dates and amply secured. The directors are satisfied 
that the corporation’s assets are of the value at which they stand in the 
balance-sheet.”” While that, no doubt, is quite satisfactory to you as 
shareholders, it must also favourably impress our debenture stockholders. 
= aren’, true that even if the whole of our paid-up assets were 

—even in that event our debenture stockholders would be secured, 
beyond, I should imagine, any possible doubt, by the amount of our 
uncalled capital. But, gentlemen, I wish the debenture stockholders of 
this com ES regard the uncalled capital as a thing which is never to 
be brought into play, and so long as the debenture stockholders see that 
our -up and invested capital is absolutely worth 20s. in the £ they are 
amply protected, without having any regard to the uncalled capital, which 
isin the nature of a great roserve as security behind it. In protecting the 
debenture-holders in that way, we are also protecting you, and if we can 
go on year by year paying steady dividends—one does not want to be too 
sanguine or one might say, perhaps, increasing dividends—but, at any 
rate, paying dividends which will be fair and proper, having regard to the 
fact that we do not intend to do a risky or hazardous business, then I hope 
we may come here year after year and receive your support and confidence. 
With these remarks, I beg to move: ‘‘ That the report and balance-sheet 
of the company be received and adopted, and that a dividend at the rate of 
5 per cent. per annum, less income tax, on the 150,000 ordinary shares be 


Mr. Francis Beavrort Pater seconded the motion. 

Mr. Grnson suggested that the £6,000 which it was proposed to carry 
forward should be divided amongst the shareholders. He observed by the 
balance-sheet that the debenture stock amounted to £274,000, while the 
cash at bankers and on deposit stood at £196,000. Did that mean that 
they were paying 4 per cent. on their debenture stock, and were only 
getting 14 per cent. for it? 

Mr. Stewart was glad to see that the expenses of issuing their deben- 
tures were very much lower than those of other corporations. 

Other shareholders having spoken, 

The Cuareman, in reply, said: I will do my best to answer the very 
moderate and fair remarks that have been made. As regards the gentle- 
man who asked about the expenses of the debenture issue, you may 
‘remember that the expense which we incurred two years ago amounted to 
£3,784, and we wrote it off last year, and that practically has been the 
whole of the se of issuing the debentures. Of that amount £1,875 
was paid to Her Majesty’s Government for stamp duty. Mr. Michell 

one or two important points—first of all, as to the liability of the 
shares we hold. Our liability on the shares we hold in other companies 
amounts to £56, and no more. On that point I should like to say that we 
have in this corporation to-day no liabilities, no guarantees, and no 
en, ments whatever. We have proposals of business before us which 
will, I hope, absorb speedily the large amount of cash which we have on 
hand. I should like now to say one word more about the amount of cash 
at bankers and on deposit. No doubt, £196,000 is a very large sum to 
see in the balance-sheet ; but I may tell you that a large proportion of that 
sum was repaid during the month of December. As regards the rights of 
the founders, I will read you the article which deals with this matter. It 
is as follows: —‘‘The profits of the company in each year shall be 
licable as follows: (1) To the payment of dividend or dividends to the 
of such year on any shares ranking in priority to the ordinary shares ; 
(2) to the payment of a dividend for such year at the rate of 7 per cent. 
per annum on the amount paid up on the ordinary shares of the company 
the time 2 (3) of the surplus profit, 25 per cent. shall be carried 
to the reserve fund, until such reserve shall be equal to the capital for the 
time being paid up onthe ordinary shares; and (4) as to the surplus profits, 
one-half to the payment of a further dividend to the holders of the ordinary 
shares and the other half to go to the founders.”’ These are the provisions 
of the constitution, and these are the lines upon which we have to work. 
As regards the question of interim dividends, we have discussed that on 
many occasions, and the board have come to the conclusion that it is better 
on the whole, situated as we are, to wait until the end of the financial year 
to see what we have got available for distribution before we talk about a 
dividend, With regard to the £6,000 we carry forward, of course we 
could divide that up to the hilt, and we should be justified in doing so ; 
but Ido hope that the shareholders will not press us. That £6,000 we 
may be able to divide next year. 
motion was then put and carried unanimously. 

On_the motion of the Chairman, Messrs. Markby, Palmer, Walters, 
and Woodhouse were re-elected directors of the company. 

Mesers. Price, Waterhouse & Co. having been re-appointed auditors, a 
Soaaceliens thanks was given to the chairman and board, hich concluded the 
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LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—January 24—Mr. W. R. Kinipple 
in the chair.—Mr. H. W.-Watson opened the debate in the affirmative, 
and moved: ‘‘ That the case of Reddaway v. Bentham Hemp Spinning Co. 
(1892, 2 Q. B. 639) was wrongly decided.”” Mr. McGee opposed. The 
following gentlemen also spoke :—Messrs. Lay, Blagden, Waterson, 
Nimmo, A. Smith, and Tebbut. Mr. Watson — The smoking 
concert in connection with the society will be held on the 30th of 
January at the ‘‘ Monico,” when Mr. H. F. Dickens, Q.C., will preside, 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


ORDER OF COURT. 
Friday, the 20th day of January, 1893. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich, 
and Mr. Justice Romer respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the 
causes assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice 
Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich should for the purpose only of hearing 
or of trial be transferred to Mr. Justice Romer; Now I, the Right 
Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth in 
the schedules hereto be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice ae and Mr. Justice Kekewich 
to Mr. Justice Romer, for the purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be 
marked in the Cause Books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn 
up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Curry. 
1892. 


Re Fenwick Fenwick v Helpham 1891 F 738 July 22 

Hughes v Vigor 1891 H 1,008 July 28 

Attorney-General v Ystrad Gas and Water Co 1892 A 937 Aug4 

Guy vGuy 1892 G 1,043 Aug 8 

Newbridge and Rhondda Brewery Cold v Roberts 1892 N 858 Aug12 

Powell v Mayor &c of Cheltenhum 1892 P 1,731 Aug 12 

Wontner v Gregory 1892 W 714 Aug 16 

Paley v Russia Copper Cold 1892 P 3,253 Aug 19 

Skippins v Skippins 1892 S 1,547 Aug 20 

Seyd & CovSeyd & Cold 1892 S 2,850 Aug 24 

Payne v Small 1892 P 51 Oct3 

Re the Stockbrokers’ Banking Corporation ld Motion to rectify Oct 25 

Calthrop v Isaac and Edwards 1892 © 1,657 Oct 27 

Waterworks, &¢ Securities Corporation ld v Fraser 1892 W 2,123 
Oct 27 

Pearl Life Assurance Co ld v Buttenshaw 1892 P 529 Oct 27 

Re Lane and Taunton’s Patent 12,371 and re Patents &c. Acts Petition 
Oct 29 

Lea Smith v Templeman 1892 L 1,678 Nov 3 

Thomas v David 1882 T 351 Nov9 

Roberts v Jones 1892 R 1,047 Novli7 

May vSmith 1892 M 2,918 Nov 22 

Clutterbuck v Harrison 1892 C 2,526 Nov 22 

Fluker v Calley 1892 F 384 Nov 22 

Benjamin v African Estates Agency ld 1892 B 2,412 Nov 24 

Paget v Bent 1892 B 334 Nov 24 

Garram v Smith 1891 G 1,319 Nov 24 

Heales vy Manners 1892 H 908 Nov 28 

Dortmund Breweries Co 1d v General Commercial Trust ld 1892 D 
139 Nov 30 

Re Galloway Galloway v Galloway 1892 G 1,270 Decl 

Miller v Prevost 1892 M 2,175 Dec2 

Hall v Baynes 1892 H 3,485 Dec 3 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Norrn. 
1892 
Wagstaff v Ownsworth 1891 W 2,342 Jan 8 
Simpson v Hutchins 1891 S 1,537 Jan 9 
Lefevre v Tucker 1891 L 1,230 Jan 12 
Barnes v Bridgman & Bond 1891 B 1,739 Jan12 
Cooke v Boddam 1891 C 3,800 Jan 12 
Harris v Harris, Harris v Harris 1891 H 3,833 Jan 12 
Quirk v Workington Hematite Iron and Steel Co, ld 1891 Q 330 Jan 15 
Heald v Incandescent Gas Light Co,]d 1891 H 1,975 Jan 16 
Wingrove v Grant 1891 W 526 Jan 18 
Wright v Jackson 1891 W 1,374 Jan 18 
Booth v Midland Ry Co 1892 B 106 June3 
Marsden v oe 1892 M 266 June 7 : 
Longton Mutual Permanent Benefit Building Society v Marfieet 1890 L 
2,160 June 10 

Shinner v Jarman 1892 S 956 June 13 
Farnham Brewery Co, ld, v Hunt & Co 1892 F 185 June 17 
Westow v Trustee of A W Munday 1892 W 165 June 21 
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Drake v Mason 1892 IT) 507 June 22 

Webster v Webster 1891 W 3,739 June 25 

Hill v Nicholas 1892 H 1,000 June 28 

Maton v Beavis 1892 M 1,574 July1 

Indigo Co ld v Gladstone 1890 I 1 308 July 5 

Re Jackson Newnes v Jackson 1891 A 1, 346 Jul ly 6 
Annesley v Lacy Hartland & Co 1892 i ,640 July 8 
Isaac v Elliott 1891 I 1,856 July 1s” 

Trustee of E J Samuel, Bankrupt vAvery 1892 S 436 July 20 
Kenny v McCarthy 1891 K 1,040 July 20 

Lovell v Low 1892 L 1,379 July 21 

Evans v Baker 1891 E 917 July 25 

Hodgson v Cottam & Lambert 1892 H 1,879 Aug3 
Dawson v Bungay 1892 D 1,044 Aug4 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Stimu1Ne. 
1892. 
Lescher v North Kirby v North 1891 L 1,923 June 17 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England v Turner 1891 E 
June 18 
British North American Investment Co, Id v Canadian Freehold Land and 
Investment Co,id 1892 B 2,218 June 21 
Leyborne- Popham v Brown 1891 L 3,074 July 4 
Langham v Pearce Jones and Adjourned Sumees. 1892 L 285 July 4 
Langham v Laurance 1892 L 286 July 4 
Langham v Cochrane 1892 L 287 July 4 
Re Hemmings Hemmings v Hemmi i892 
Kendall v Emmet 1892 K 242 July 14 
Minett v Piddocke 1892 M 1,205 July 23 
Re Edgecumbe Sykes v Richardson 1892 E 636 July 28 
Northen v Gordon 1891 N 1,980 Aug4 
Reid vy Cook 1892 R 605 Augil 
Re Liddle Liddle v Ward 1892 L 808 Aug12 
Burton v West 1892 B 3,145 Aug12 
Smith v Mansfield 1892 S 1,888 Aug 13 
Harris v Walker, Kempson, and Stevens 1892 H 1,617 Aug 15 
Bridges v Sanford 1891 B 5,622 Aug16 
Universal Stock Exchange, ld v ‘Smith 1892 U 310 Sept 12 
Dean v Mayor, &c of Blackpool 1892 D 1,349 Oct 26 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
1892. 
Northern Stone and Marble Co, ld v Hall 1890 N 273 July 15 
Sprague v Hillen 1892 S 1,007 July 22 
Re Dutton Mercer v Dutton 1891 M 2,302 July 23 
Re Corsellis Attwood v Corsellis 1892 C 388 July 25 
Berkeley v Knight 1891 B 4,851 July 28 
Jones v Davies 1892 J 149 Aug4 
Cooper v Simpson 1891 C 1,179 Aug 6 
Sauchez v de Murrieta 1891 8 1,944 Aug 11 
Jones vy Jones 1892 I 493 Aug 2 
Laurence v Adams 1891 L 3,164 Aug12 
Thomas v Ystradyfodwg and Pontyridd &c Board 1892 T 735 Aug 12 
Fletcher v Bayly 1892 F 863 Aug19 
Attorney-General v Tanner 1892 A 626 Aug 24 
Dickin v Neave 1892 D 261 Sept7 
Neath and Brecon Kailway Co v Neath District Highway Board 1892 N 
769 Oct 18 
Hill v Wallasey Local Board 1892 H 1,490 Oct 20 
Pryce-Jones v White Lead Co,ld 1891 P 834 Oct 21 
Shackleford v White Lead Co, 1d 1892 S 1,232 Oct 21 
Lowenthal v Heald 1892 L 1,576 Oct 25 
Doughty v Doughty 1891 D 3,599 Oct 27 


1,535 


H 1,656 July 8 


Hexscuz11, C. 





Causes transferred to Mr. Justice Romer by order dated the 20th day of 

January, 1893, arranged in the order in which they stand for hearing :— 

1892. 

Wagstaff v Ownsworth Jan 8 

Simpson v Hutchins Jan 9 

Lefevre v Tucker Jan 12 

Barnes v Bridgman & Bond 1891 B 1,739 Jan 12 

Cooke v Boddam 1891 C 3,800 Jan 12 

Harris v Harris 1891 H 3,833 Jan 12 

Quirk v Workington, &c, Oo,1d 1891 Q 330 Jan 15 

Heald v Incandescent Gas Light Co,]d 1891 H 1,975 Jan 16 

Wingrove v Grant 1891 W 526 Jan 18 

Wright v Jackson 1891 W 1,374 Jan 18 

Booth v Midland Ry Co 1892 B 106 June3 

Mareden v Hopper 1892 M 266 June 7 

Longton Mutual Permanent, &c,Soc v Marfleet 1890 L 2,160 June 10 

Shinner v Jarman 1892 § 956 June 13 

Farnham Brewery Co, ld v Hunt & Co 1892 F 185 June17 

Lescher v North Kirby vNorth 1891 L 1,923 June17 

Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England v Turner 1891 E 1,535 June 18 

Westow v Trustee of A W Munday 1892 W 165 June 21 

British North American Investment Co, ld v Canadian Freehold Land and 
Investment Co, ld 1892 B 2,218 "June 21 

Drake v Mason 1892 D 507 June 22 

Webster v Webster 1891 W 3,739 June 25 





Hill v Nicholas 1892 H 1,000 June 27 
Maton v Beavis 1892 M 1,574 Julyl 
Leyborne- yarn bnog: ‘1891 L 3,074 July 4 
Langham v -Jones 1892 L 285 July 4 
anne See 1892 L 286 July 4 
Langham v Cochrane 1892 L 287 July 4 
Indigo Co, “id v Gladstone 1890 I 1,358 July 5 . 
Re Jackson Newnes v Jackson 1891 J 1,346 : 
Annesley v Lacy, Hartland, & Co 1892 A _ 1,640 ay 8 
Re Hemmings Hemmings’ v er 1392" 8 656 July.8 
Isaac v Elliott 1891 I 1, ‘’ on 
Kendall vy Emmet 1892 K uly 14 
Northern Stone and Marble Co. id v “y N 273 July 15 
Kenny v McCarthy 1891 K 1,040 Ji 
Trustee of E J Samuel (bankrupt) v Avery 1802 8 436 July 20 
Lovell v Low 1892 L 1,379 July 21 
Re Fenwick Fenwick v Helpman 1891 F 738 July 22 
eae, ae 1892 8 1,007 July 22 
inett v Piddocke 1892 M 1,205 July 23 
Re Dutton Mercer v Dutton 1891 M %, 902 July 23 
Evans v Baker 1891 E 917 July 25 
Re Corsellis Aen? eee 1892 C 388 July 25 
Hughes v Aa oy 1891 1,008 July 28 
Re Edgecum Sykes v Richardson 1892 E 636 July 28 
Berkeley v Knight 1891 B 4,851 July 28 
Hodgson v Cottam & Lambert 1992 H 1 879 Aug 3 
Att-Genl v Yetrad Gas & Water Co 1892 A 937 Aug 4 
Dawson v'B 1892 D 1,044 Aug4 
Northen v Gordon 1891 N 1,980 Aug 4 
— v — ag A Ot: Aug ug 4 . 
oper v Simpson 1 Pais 
Guy v Guy T392 G 1,043 Aug 8 
Reid v Cook 1392 R 605 Aug 11 
Sanchez v De Murrieta 1891 8 1,944 Aug 11 
Newbridge & Rhondda Brewery Co, ld v Roberts 1892 N 858 Aug 12 
Powell v Mayor, &c, of Cheltenbam 1892 P 1, - Aug 12 
Re Liddle Liddlev Ward 1892 L 808 Aug 12 
Burton v West 1892 B 3,145 Aug 12 
Jones v Jones 1892 J 493 AuglZ 
Lawrence v Adams 1391 L 3,164 Aug 12 
Thomas v Ystradyfodwg & Ponty pita, &c, Board 1892 T 735 Aug 12 
Smith v Mansfield 1892 8 1 Aug 13 
Harris v Walker, Kempson, & Stevens Lay H 1,617 Augl5 
Wontner v Gregory 1892 W 714 Aug 16 


Bridges v Sanford 1891 B 5,622 Aung 16 
Paley v Russia Co age Oo,ld 1892 P 3,253 Aug 19 
Fletcher v Bayly 1892 863 Aug 19 


skippins v Skippins ey 8 1,547 Aug 20 

Seyd & Co v Seyd & Co, ld 1392 8 2, 

Att-Genl v Tanner 1892 A 626 Aug 24 

Dickin v Neave 1892 D 261 t 7 

Universal Stock Exchange, ld v Smith 1892 U 310 Sept 12 

Payne v Small 1892 P 51 Oct3 

—_ & Brecon Ry Co v Neath District Highway Board 1892 N 
ict 18 

Hill v Wallasey Local Board 1892 H 1,490 Oct 20 

Pryce-Jones v White Lead Co, 1d 1891 P 834 Oct 21 

Shackleford v White Lead Co, a 1892 8S 1,232 Oct 21 

Re The Stockbrokers’ Ba m, Id Motion to rectify Oct 25 

Lowenthal v Heald 1892 L a 576 Oct 2 

Dean v Mayor, &c, of Blackpool 1892 D 1, 839 Oct 26 

Calthrop v Isaac & Edwards 1892 C 1, 657° Oct 27 

Waterworks Securities C ,ldv Fraser 1892 W 2,123 Oct 27 

Pearl Life Assce Co, ld v Buttenshaw 1892 P 529 Oct 27 

Doughty v Doughty 1891 D 3,599 Oct 27 

= & Taunton’s Patent 12, 371 & Re Patents, &c, Acts Petition 
ict 29 

Lea Smith v Templeman 1892 L 1,678 Nov3 

Thomas v David 1882 T 351 Nov9 

Roberts v Jones 1892 R 1,047 Nov17 

May v Smith 1892 M 2,918 Nov 22 

Clutterbuck v Harrison 1892 C 2,526 Nov 22 

Fluker v Calley 1892 F 384 Nov 22 

Benjamin v African Estates Agency, 1d 1892 B 2,412 Nov 24 

Paget v Bent 1892 B 334 Nov 24 

Garrard v Smith 1891 G 1,319 Nov 24 

Heales v Manvers 1892 H 908 Nov 28 

a ee Co, 1d v General Commercial Trust, ld 1892 D 

139 Nov 

Re Galloway ee oe, 1892 G 1,270 Decl 

Miller v Prevost 1892 M 2,175 Dec2 

Hall v Baynes 1892 H 8,485 Dec 3 


_—— 


COMPANIES WINDING UP. 
Nortce. 

By an Onder of the Lout: Ciamsiie,. Gone S00 Dis , 1893, the 
following action has been transferred to the Hon. Mr. J e Vaughan 
Williams, sitting as an additional Judge in the Chancery Division : _ 

Mr. Justice Srrmuimc. 
Sarah Jane Ellis & others v Ranken, Ellis, & Co, 1d 1892 E 1,499 


Aug 24 


769 
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Notice. 
By an Order of the Lord Chancellor, dated 19th January, 1893, the 
following action has been transferred to the Hon. Mr. Justice Vaughan 
Wilhams, sitting as an additional Judge in the Chancery Division :— 


Mr. Justice Currry. 


London and General Bank, ld v Building Securities Co, 1d, and another 
1893 L 74 





Noricz. 
By an Order of the Lord Chancellor, dated 24th January, 1893, the 
following actions have been transferred to the Hon. Mr. Justice Vaughan 
Williams, sitting as an additional Judge in the Chancery Division :— 


Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Robert Arthur Read v Sherringham Development Co, 1d 1892 R 2,270 
— Restall v London Co-operative Supply Stores, ld 1892 R 
J 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Francis Epwarp Guise, barrister-at-law, of Dean Hall, Newnham, 
Gloucester, died récently. He was the third son of Sir John Guise, Bart., 
and was educated at Balliol College, Oxford. He was called to the bar on 
the 24th of November, 1846, and practised on the Oxford Circuit. He was 
appointed Recorder of Hereford in 1862, which post he held up to the 

of his death. ie was stipendiary magistrate for Chatham and 
Sheerness from 1867 to 1877. In the latter year he was appointed clerk of 
the peace for Gloucestershire. In 1889 he was appointed clerk to the 
Gloucester County Council, and held that office until his death. In 1848 
he married Henrietta, daughter of Sir James Rivett-Carnac, Bart., M.P., 
who survives him. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mf. Cuantes Waris Berxetey Catcort, solicitor, Leighton Buzzard, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ualcott was admitted 
in Easter, 1875. He is joint registrar of the county court. 


Mr. Grorcs Lancetot Berxerzy Catcort, solicitor, Leighton Buzzard, 

ay: been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Calcott was admitted 
, 1873. 

Mr. Nicuoias Cocksuvutrt, solicitor, Preston, has been appointed: a 

Commisioner for Oaths. Mr. Cockshutt was admitted in December, 1886. 


Mr. Wii11am Dickinson Heeuis, solicitor, Ambleside, Westmorland, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Heelis was admitted 
in July, 1886. 


Mr. Ricuarp Hancock, solicitor, Callington, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hancock was admitted in December, 1886. 


Mr. Atrrgp Siarzr, 70, Finsbury-pavement, E.C., has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Slater was admitted in Marcn, 1881, 
after paseing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Bertram Joun Srackman, solicitor, Calne, has been appointed a 
loner for Oaths. Mr. Spackman was admitted in November, 


1887 
Mr. Henry Anrcurmatp Sanpers, solicitor, 110, Cannon-street, E.C., has 
tok od a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sanders was admitted in 
i) 4 : 


Mr. Epxunp Taytor, solicitor, Oldham, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Taylor was admitted in July, 1886. 


Mr. Josgrun Frencu Txomrson, solicitor, Hull, has been appointed a 
1904 ioner for Oaths. Mr. Thompson was admitted in February, 


Mr. Anruvr Torrtano Ricxarps, solicitor, 39, Old Broad-street, E.C., 
has been — a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rickards was 
admitted in Michaelmas, 1873. 


Mr. Tuomas Wm. Rytanv, B.A., solicitor, Birmingham, has been 
ey Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ryland was admitted in 
> ‘i 


Mr. Bgnny Leste Runpiz, solicitor, Honiton, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rundle was admitted in April, 1879. 


Mr. Grorcr Hewrny Romincron, solicitor, Leicester, has been appointed 
° * ‘‘raaae for Oaths. Mr. Rimmington was admitted in November, 


Mr. Wu. Joun Carne Hri1, solicitor, Langport, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hill was admitted in February, 1883. He 
is town clerk, clerk to the Borough Bridge Commissioners, clerk to the 
He ia town trustees, and secretary to the Langport Free Grammar 


Mr. Astiny Jzrson, solicitor, Manchester, has been appointed a 

Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jepson was admitted in December, 1881. 
Mr. Bewsammy Frank Linnert, solicitor, 1, Quality-court, Chancery- 
ce Beg ay a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Linnett was 





Mr. Jossru Bripoces Marruews, solicitor, Worcester, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Matthews was admitted in June, 
1884. 


Mr. Frepertck Freeman Putipot, solicitor, 12, Bedford-row, W.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Philpot was admitted 
in Hilary, 1874. He is a commissioner of the Supreme Court of New- 
foundland. 


Mr. Harotp Wuicut, LL.B., barrister, of Birmingham, has been ap- 
pointed to the office of Stipendiary Magistrate for the Potteries District. 








GENERAL. 
At Gray’s-inn on Wednesday, being the grand day of Hilary Term, 
Mr. Gladstone was one of the guests of the treasurer and benchers. 


It is stated that the Hon. Alfred Lyttelton has been appointed to the 
vacant recordership of Hereford. 


Recent remark by a learned judge to a vociferating counsel: ‘‘ Really 
Mr. X., you make so much noise that I cannot hear what you say.’’ 


On taking his seat on Monday, says the S‘. James’s Gazette, Mr. Justice 
Chitty complained of a severe cold which he had feared would have pre- 
vented him taking his seat. However, he had determined upon making 
the attempt, and would await the result of the effort. Mr. Byrne, Q.C., 
who appeared in the case first on the list, expressed a fear that the provi- 
sions of the Board of Works in regard to the ventilation of the courts 
were not such as to improve his lordship’s health. 


** Who’s who in 1893’’ says that the oldest judge in England is the 
Right Hon. Lord Esher, Master of the Rolls, aged 76 ; the youngest, the 
Hon. Sir John Gorell Barnes, of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division of the High Court, aged 44. The oldest judge in Ireland is the 
Hon. John FitzHenry Townsend, LL.D., of the Court of Admiralty, aged 
82; the youngest, the Right Hon. John George Gibson, of the Queen’s 
Bench Division, aged 46. The oldest of the Scotch Lords of Session is 
the Right Hon. (George) Lord Young, aged 73; the youngest, the Right 
Hon. Lord Robertson, Lord Justice-General, aged 47. 


Mr. Justice Day, says the St. James’ s Gazette, made a neat hit at the political 
lawyer in proposing the toast of the Houses of Lords and Commons at the 
Mansion House. A seat in the latter establishment must be a very good 
thing, he argued, for many of his friends at the bar, without a brief or the 
prospect of one, no sooner got a constituency to return them to Parliament 
than they at once became ‘‘ very great men.’’ But the day of the political 
lawyer is already waning. Tbe House meets so early as, if not to curtail 
his argument in open court, at least to cut him out of many of his consul- 
tations. And the electors are tired of ‘‘ carpet-bag’’ members, too busy 
to preside at tea-meetings and exhibit magic-lanterns. At every general 
election the lawyers in the House, even if their numbers do not fall off, 
are taken less and less from the actively practising members of the profes- 
sion. There will probably be some searching of legal hearts as to the 
individuals whom the caustic judge had in his mind’s eye. 


In response to an invitation issued by the Treasurers and Benchers of 
the four Inns of Court, a large number of barristers and students were 
present at a meeting which was held on Saturday last in Lincoln’s-inn-hall 
te consider the present state of the Inns of Court Rifle Corps, and the steps 
to be taken to increase its numbers. The chair was taken by Mr. Justice 
Wills. Mr. Justice Chitty moved: ‘‘ That the Inns of Court Rifle Volun- 
teers ought not to be permitted to disappear from the roll of the Volunteer 
Corps ; and that this meeting pledges itself to do all in its power to avert 
such an evil.”” Sir R. Webster seconded, and Lord Methuen supported 
the resolution, which was carried. Mr. Justice Kekewich then moved: 
‘* That the treasurers be requested to appeal to the students and younger 
barristers to join the corps, and to the older members of the inns to support 
it by becoming honorary members, pointing out in such appeal that, unless 
by the 1st of April next a very considerable increase shall have taken place 
in the strength of the corps, it will be impossible to preserve it in its pre- 
sent form.’’ The resolution was seconded by Mr. Justice Stirling, and 
carried unanimously. 

The master hand of Lord Coleridge, says the World, may possibly be 
detected in the various humorous complications connected with the choice 
of a “ Reader’’ now in progress at the Temple. It was at first gravely 
proposed that the whole of the sixty candidates should be heard individually 
on alternate Sundays! As this solution would have kept the appointment 
in suspense for more than two years, it was rejected, and so was the idea 
of six only being selected to ‘‘read’’ at the Temple. The next project 
was that the various aspirants should give examples of their ‘‘ quality’ in 
sundry London churches, with delegations of the benchers amongst the 
congregation. An attempt was then made to confine the ultimate election 
to the six gentlemen furnished with testimonials from the most exalted 

rsonages, but it was found that the candidate warmly suppcrted by the 

imate had been left out m the cold. At first both canvassing and testi- 
monials were strictly forbidden. Tren the latter were suddenly allowed, 
and one at least of the candidates must have héard of the change before- 
hand, as his printed testimonials ad hoc were ready in five minutes. And 
so the matter stands. 





Tenders will be received by the Bank of England, on or before Monday, 
Jan. 30, for Queensland Government Three and a Half per Cent. Inscribed 
Stock, amounting to £1,182,400. This security is repayable at par in 
1930, and the minimum price of issue is 88 per cent. Dividends are pay- 
able half-yearly, the first being due on July 1 next. 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


APPEAL Court Mr. Justice 
No. 2. 


Mr. Justice 
Currrr. 
Mr. Clowes 
Jackson 
Clowes 
Jackson 
Clowes 
Jackson 
Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn. 


Date. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Bosrockx.—Jan. 16, at the Hermitage, Walton Heath, the wife of Hewitt Bostock, bar- 


rister-at-law, of a son. 
Frencu.—Jan. 17, the wife of Mason French, solicitor, Hants, of a son. 
Frank Slater Pilditch, 


Piiprrcu.—Jan. 22, at Maridale, New Eltham, Kent, the Bowen 
solicitor, of a son. 
Potey.—Jan. 17, at 2, Lynton-villas, Alexandra-road, Kingston-hill, the wife of Arthur 
‘ol barrister-at-law, of a son. 


P. Poley, 
SaunpERS.—Jan. 13, at 18, Rossetti-mansions, Cheyne-walk, 8.W., the wife of Reginald C: 
Saunders, barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAGE. 


Epr—Buanou.—Jan. 18, at the Wesleyan Chapel, Ripley, Derbyshire, Edward Hornby Ede 
B., solicitor, G to Mildred Pig tery ng Ll daughter of the Rev. Joseph 
Benson Blanch, of Street-lane, near Deby, 


A.priper.—Jan 12, at his residence, 27, Montague-place, Russell-square, W.C., Joseph 
(Everitt, Mestaer} Aldridge, solicitor, — + 
Coprinc.—Jan. 20, at Salcombe, Devon, Copping, late of Doctors’ Commons and 


Kingston-on-' Thames, solicitor, ae 
Davipsor.—Jan. 16, at Sydenham-hill, Charles Davidson, barrister-at-law, aged 82. 
Frere.—Jan. 25, at 46, Sibebemen. of pneumonia, Bartle John Laurie Frere, ae oe 
Guisz.—Jan, 2", at Dean Hall, ~ > agpaminarcn gt Gloucestershire, ward 

Guise, Recorder of Hereford, 

—« —Jan. 11, at Percy Vi 4, William Rutter, solicitor, of 4, King’s 


Bench-walk, Inner Temple, aged 76. 





Wakyixe To tntexpine Hovss Purcnassrs & Lesszzs. 


—Before 
a house have the Sani arrangements gee gp Roe ny at Onin tn expert from. om The 


Sani Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next 
Westminster (Hotabe 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, my de 7 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurep 1x CHANCERY. 

Anovio AvsTRaLian InvesTMENT Frvaxce anp Lanp Co, Lauren (or Sy pney)—Petn for 
winding up, presented Jan 14, to be heard Va ae J, on Feb 
1. Fell & Armstrong, Queen Victoria st, solors for petner. of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of aio 31 

AustTravasian Exectric Licut Power axp Storage Co, Luutrep—Creditors are required 
to send in the iculars of their claims to John Hill Duncan and Benjamin 
Humphies Van p, 39, Coleman st. Ince & Co, St Bene’t chmbrs, Fenchurch st, 
solors for liquidators 


Bricutow ALHampBra Co, Jagnee ee for ‘an 4, roontgg foe be 
heard on Jan 21. M. R. Brandreth, 163, North iro, Brighton olor for feta. Not 
of sppe appearing must ons’ the abovenamed later than 6 o’clock in 





Cintas Gotp Miniva Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to William 
Nichols Thomas, 10, 8t Swithin’s lane 
Frep Warts, Liwirep—Creditors are ired, on or before March 3, to send their names 
and ad and the of debts or claims, to Augustus Cufaude 
Palmer, St George’s chmbrs, Leicester. James & Smith, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 
Guiry Seas, Deas Ley pe =~ - uired, on or before 7 eS = 
names addresses, an particulars debts or claims, to ‘ughes, 7, 
Cardiff st, Aberdare 


Kinrow in Linpsry Gas Licut ap Coxe Co, Luarzp—Creditors are pi = or 
before Feb 20, to send their names and addreases, ant the partioatase of or 
claims, to Valentine Poole Palmer, Kirton in . Howlett & 
liquidator 
County Pauativg or LancasTsr. 
LimiTep 1x CHANCERY. 
Frep Watts, Liurrep—Petn for up rated Jan 16, directed to owt 


winding 
SS Sar cee Tange ea Was es Beate 


: Brown, Bristol, solor 
‘or 
. FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Borovau or Hackney Inpustrriat Coat Deaters’ Soctrety, Luarsp, sf Jan 14 
Court anne oe Rives, Foresters Friexpiy Society, Crown Inn, Castle Slough, nr 
ork. Jan19 


Doxs or Yorx Brawinenam Beyerir ooers, Rotherfield Arms, Hoxton. Jan 20 
Rovat Rampgrs Frrexpty Society, New Inn, W: Stafford. Jan 19 
Worrnensvry Farenpty Socrery, Emsal Arms, Ww , Flint. Jan 13 


London Gazette,—Turspay, Jan. 24, 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep rv CHancery. 
C. T. Jevrertzs & Soxs, Lanrep—Peta for winding up, presented Jan 16, directed to be 








heard on Feb 1. iman & Co, wt a for W H 
solor for _Notie of tppearing must reach SF cisaniocst tot tae teen € 
Mu CDurrr & Bos, Lanrres—Petn for winding up, presented Jan. 21, directed to be 
c 5s ‘an 
heard om Wednesday, Feb 1, Stoneham & Bom 160 and Fenchurch st, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not than 6 0’ in the 
N Da ele ic Patxtine Co, Luntep—Petn for winding Jan 
ATIONAL HOGRAHHIC AND i A 
‘ be on Feb 1. Alfred M 42, Lombard ‘st. Notice of 
. ae — not later than 6 dock in the afterncon of Jan St 
HOOLING y MITE: Petn an directed heard 
ore ms, J, 00 Feb 1. Rodgers & Co, Walbrook, solors for 
in A qgeeng at SE Co eee Oe ee ee 
Woousmaa Co-orsrative Society, Lin'rEp, Lar ages yee are on or 
addresses, and the particulars of debts or 


before Feb 1, to send their names and 
claims, to to Samuel Dunkerley, Katherine st, pe under Lyne 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 
Suspenpep vor Turex Mowras. 
Careriaiox Divorwie Society, Glandwr ter, Clwt y Bont, Carnarvon. Jan 16 
Higw Quay Paince or Waves Farenpiy Society, Bank House, New Quay, Cardigan. 


Open : <i Lonaz, Friendly Society, Bull’s Head Inn, Cosby, Leicester. Jan 17 
Roya Locomotive Frieypiy Society, 7, Gradwell st, Liverpool. Jan 17 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Fuivay, Jan. 20. 

Va.entixe, Joux, Ludlow, Salop, Grocer. Feb 23. Tasker v Valentine, Stirling, J. 
Weyman, Ludlow 

London Gaszette.—Turspay, Jan. 24. 
Ancens, Cuar.es, Great Grimsby, Estate Agent. Feb 25. Lusby v Butterfield, North, 
Bau, “Seana Wy, ‘Restaurant’ Proprietor. Feb 5. Boden v Ball, Kekewich, J. 
Crapwick, WILiiaM, agg | ee, Oldham. Feb 13. Thompson v Chadwick, 


Manchester 
GREENLAND, SARAH Misys, fence ‘Essex. Feb 26. Greenland v Pennington, 
itty, J. Pennington, Lincoln’s inn fields 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Jan. 13. 
Auverroy, Lucy, Brighton Feb 11 King & Son, Brighton 
Basserr, Joux, Chancery lane, Journalist Feb 11 Turner, Coleman st 
Bexurnoer, Ricnarp Joun, Whitta ter, Whitta rd, Manor Park, Gent Feb 28 Carpen- 
ter & Laurence 


Sons, 
Buaxp, Janz, Melton, Suffolk Feb 14 Welton, Woodbridge 
Buyyoy, CHARLES Jom, Phillimore gardens, Kensington, Esq Feb 14 Smythe & 


Bi 
Catvert, Francis Wii11am, Scarborough, Solicitor Feb 14 J E Jones, York 
Charnes, cy ~ WIitiiam, RL nen ng rd, Licensed Victualler Feb 28 Savery & 


Ste Philpot lane 
Dav mf Teoaas, Nether W: Lanes, Rabbit Catcher April 11 Whittaker, Duchy 
of Lancaster 
Everett, Henry. 


s Fugues cour, Temple, Ba, Barrister at law Feb 9 Smith & Son, 
lover, 


Fouuer, Cuarces, Liandilo, co Carmarthen, Gent March1 Williams, Liandilo 
Hoses, 5 Maswunty Hollywood, co Down, Solicitor March 1 L/Estrange & Brett, 


Wensras, Epwix Taeopors, Bewdley, Wores, Licensed Victualler Feb 20 Tyler & 


Howarrn, Harner, , Sheffield Feb 28 Clegg & Sons, Sheffield 

Husu, Rauens, South Shields, retired Joiner Feb 21 Mabane & Graham, South Shields 
of | Jouns, Janne, Weolteat, Hage, Gast Feb 17 Chas C Cooke, High Elms, Woodford 
Lerusaiper, Grorcr, Eastbourne, Grocer Jan 31 Emray, Eastbourne 

Mac reay, James Rosert, Queen’s gate gards, Esq Feb13 Dimond & Son, Wimpole st 
Magrix, Ricuanp, Lincoln, Currier April 6 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 

Masow, Cuances, Sidcup, Kent, retired Capt RN Jan3i Hussey & Atcherley, King st, 
wet effne Argora See OSs Ree, Gon eee 
Mooun, Thanssses, Sopa Feb 14 Fore & On, Maidenhead, ent Now oe, tier 
Noaxes, Ann Russe.i, Ramegate Feb28 Hallett & Co, Ashford 

Oaxes, Henny, Bridlington, Yorks,Gent Feb 14 Ashington & Oo, Sheffield 

Porwzy, Saran Carouine, Belvedere, Kent Feb 25 West & Co, Cannon st 

Porz, Wit.1aM, Biggleswade, Beds, Merchant Mar25 Hooper & Oo, Biggleswade 
Price, Mania, Kinnerton, co Flint Feb1 Barker & Rogerson, Chester 

Rosixson, Hever Wi.1a™, Liawreilan, Liandrillo, co Denbigh Feb 11 Miller & Wil- 
Sayer, Evizasern, 's Castle, Salop Feb 28 Chester & Co, Bedford row 

Suarp, Joux Epwarp, Pudsey, Yorks, Cloth Manufacturer Feb2 Newell, Bradfordand 


Sraxwortn, Joun, Brierfield, Lancs, Brick Manufacturer Feb 11 Holmes & Holmes, 
Tuompsoy, Evizasets, Southsea Feb 20 Jackson & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 
» Cat n, Newcastle upon Tyne Feb 2 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle 


Tonxineron, Banvaty Redditch, retired Grocer Feb 11 Grundy, Stockport 
Tvnxza, Comra.ivs, St James’ rd, Old Kent rd Feb 15 Sendom & Co, Gracechurch st 


a 


™ 
4 














Vicazy, Manta Bayty, Bath Feb22 Vicary, Cannon st 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Fripay, Jan. 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bartow, Mary, Belvedere, emt, late Furniture Dealer 
Rochester Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 1 

Bares, Tuomas, late Gnacimasth st, Builder High Court 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Jan 17 

Berersonm, Jutivs, Austinfriars, Company Promoter High 
Court Pet 27 Ord Nov 22 

» Golden Cross Hotel, Charing Cross 

Nov2 Ord Jan 17 

But, Epwarp, Balaam st, Plaistow, West Ham, School 
Hoard High Court Pet Dec22 Ord Jan 17 

Cianke, H H Hype, 8t Sere s sq, Pimlico, Gent High 
Court Pet Nov7 Ord Jani 

Ciay, WH, , Tobacconist Croydon Pet Jan 

4 Ord Jan 17 

Coss, Gronoe Hexry, Kentish Town rd, Boot Dealer High 

Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 18 

Dwetiy, Jonny Epwarp, Crayford, Kent, 
Rochester Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 16 

Exouisn, Grorce Muisau, Broadmayne, Dorset, Brick 
Manufacturer Dorchester Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 18 

auseee. big —— General Furnisher Preston 


Binney, Groroe 


Labourer 


Forester, CHartes _ tl Neath, G!am, Metal Broker 
Neath Jan 3 an 18 

Fowxes, CHartes WALLACE ell West Bridgford, Notts, 
Wi Nottingham Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Gai, Euity, Ni Mon, Glass Dealer Newport, Mon 
Pet Jan 17 Jan 17 

Gatto, Joun, Hereford, Cabdriver Hereford Pet Jan 16 
Ord Jan 16 


Girt, CHariotre, Radford, Notts, Licensed Victualler 
N Pet Jan 17° Ord Jan 17 

Hanpvacre, Witt1am Wiisox, Bradford, Cooper Bradford 
Pet Jan 14 Jan 14 

Hive, Francis, tore Aquarium, W: patna, Showman 
High Court Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan 1 

Hueues, Joseru ae, Whittington rd, a Park, 
Grocer Edmonton Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 

Jones, Joun eat Abercannaid, Methyr Tyaa Inn- 

yr Tydfil Pet Jan17 Ord Jan1 
Juppa, | Bron a Holborn Viaduct, Wholesale Optician 
h Court Pet Jani8 Ord Jan 18 

Keay, Joseru, Newport, Salop, Coal Dealer Stafford Pet 
Jani6 Ord Jan 16 

Kognne, Louis, Vine st, Minories, Commission Agent 

Court Pet Deci2 Ord Jan 18 
Lampert, Cuances, South Shields, Marincr Newcastle on 
Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 16 

Lewis, Jouy, Braintree, Essex, Draper Chelmsford Pet 
Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

Lewis, Rospert Apams, Lewisham, Kent, China Dealer 

L — oo hy nin $4 : 

UCRAFT, —% ¢ Upholsterer High Court 

Pet Nov 30" Ord Jan 18 


Mitts, al — Jarrow, co Durham, General 
leon Tyne Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 18 

Morcax, James Caravoa, Abersychan, Mon, Grocer 
N Mon Pet Janié6é rd Jan 16 

Nicnoxsoy, Rosert Francis, Leeds, Manufacturer Leeds 

Jan7 Ord Jan 18 

O’Hatioray, D’Arcy croihite: Princes st, Hanover sq, 
¥ - occupation High Court Pet Dec 13 Ord 

an 


Parniss, Wits.14M, Covent Garden, Fruit Salesman High 
et Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 
Partinotoy, "eee Darlington, Commission Agent 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Jan 14 
Ord Jan 14 
Peansox, Tuomas, Crayke, Yorks, Farmer York Pet Jan 
~—— Ord Jan 14 ui 
WELL, ALEXANDER, oy 1, Auctioneer Liv 1 
Pet Jeni7 OrdJan 7 = 


Pame, Wiis ey ‘Kin mupon Hull, Delymen 
upon Hull Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 1 
Ropixsox, Aurrep Voniper Aan, High rd, Tottenham, 
Auctioneer Edmonton ing Nov 7 Ord Nov 14 
Rosixsoy, Frevericx, Barton le Cley, Beds, Shoemaker 
Luton Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 
Suzetock, Hexry Atmonp, St Helens, Painter Liverpool 
Pet Dec Jan 16 
Sims, Wattrer Dixxore, Goswell rd, Wholesale Cabinet 
High Court Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 18 
Boa a, Senene Grorcr, Wandsworth rd, Boot Dealer 
andsworth Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 
Tuomas, a, Tref Glam, Coal Dealer Ponty- 
Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 16 
Turner, Frepericx Morten, Southsea, Undertaker Ports- 
Pet Jani7 Ord Jan 17 
Tunriit, Joun Lewis. — Financial Agent Brighton 
Jan 16 Ord Jan 1 
Waae, Soe Spree, Louth, Gaue Gt Grimsby Pet Dec 31 


Diana , a Gateshead, Clerk in Holy Orders New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 
‘Wixi1ams, Groror, Leicester, Boot Dealer” Leicester Pet 


Jan16 Ord Jan 16 


The following amended notice is substituted tor ‘that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Jan. 1 


Buaxesoroven, Jonx Wii11aM, Smethwick, al Boot 
Dealer West Bromwich Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 10 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Bartow, Marv, Belvedere, Kent, late Furniture Dealer 


Jan 3% at 11.30 Off Rec, ester 
Bayuiss, Grora Mitton, Wores, Car Proprietor 
Jan 27 solicitor, Kidderminster 


Bexrust, Janae, Uleombe, Kent, Farmer Jun 31 at 12 | 


Burne: hcg herd Laxz Covisox, Warkton ort 
Northamptonshire, Clerk in Holy Orders Jan 30 at 3 
bidgs, Carey st | 





Brooks, Grorce, Barrow in Furness, Accountant Feb 3 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Fur- 
ness 

Broapwitsa, Wittiam, Mickley, nr Lard Innkeeper 
Jan 30 at 11.30 Court house, 

Camppect, WitiiaM Jonny, Hollywood rd. aa, South conor 
ton, Builder Jan 27 at il Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Cuampertarx, Ricnarp, Petworth, Sussex, Builder Jan 27 
at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Bris Brighton 

Crarkson, WILLIAM Josern, Boot Repairer Jan 30 
atll Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Covemay, E W M, late of Torri sq, Refreshment Con- 
tractor Jan 27 at 2.30 ptecy bldgs, Carey st 

Couns, Tuomas, Leamore, Bloxwich, Staffs, Licensed 
Victualler Jan 30 at 11 30 Off Rec’s Office, Walsall 

Davies, Epwarp, Middlesborough, Licensed Victualler 
Febiat3 Off Rec,8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Dawe, J 8, Swansea, Keeper Jan 27 at 10.30 Of 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Desvontes, Ferpinanxp, Hop wp Southwark st Jan 

30 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, gy, Ae 

Doc KERTY, gous, ee gg re erk Feb 1 at3 Off 


Rec, 8, Albe: , Middlesborough i 

Dowker, aan go Stourmouth, *. Wingham, 
Kent, Farmer Jan 27 at 3 Off Ree, st, 
Canterbury 


Doxy, Josary homed Bromwich, Labourer Jan 27 at 11 

0: , ey 

Dwetty, Jonas Epwarp, Crayford, Kent, Labourer Jan 
28 at 11.20 Off Rec, Rochester 

Ex1as, er Lianidloes, Montgomery, Fruiterer Jan 27 
at1 Off Rec, Lianidloes 

Ettwoop, Isaac, Keswick, Pe Innkeeper Jan 30 at 3 
Court house, Cockermouth 

Fiycu, James, Blakebrook Farm, nr Kidderminster, Farmer 
Jan 27 at 2.20 GA Weston, solicitor, Kidderminster 

Forsisner, Francis Hewyry, Sandhrvst, Berks, Ha‘: 
Dresser Jan 27 at 12 ag A s Hotel, Reading 

Foster, Cuaries F, Thames Ditton, Surrey, Barrister ai 
Mg 27 at 11.80 24, Railway approach, rn 

ri 

Gaxsyoy, Ricnarp, Hastings, Greengrocer Jan 30 at 12 
Young & Son, Bank bids, Hart Hastings 

Gevparp, ALFRED, Preston, Victualler Feb 17 at 
3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Geees rc, Morris, High rd, Kilburn, Tobacconist Jan 

27 at 11 Bankruptzy bldgs, Carey st 

Harpacre, Witi1am Witsoy, Bradford, Cooper Jan 31 at 
11 O , 31, Manor row, Bradfo: rd 

Harris, Joun Tuomas (dec), late of Winshill, Derbyshire, 
late Sub-Manager of a Bank Jan 28at1115 Midland 
Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 

Hannisox, Sey Darlington, Land Surveyor Feb 1 at 

Off Ree, 8, ‘Albert rd Middlesborough 

ae. KES, Jouy, Coventry, Butcher Jan 27 rat 12 Off Rec, 
17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Howmes, WILviaM, "Fazackerly, nr Liverpool, Farmer Feb 
lat3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Hoorer, WILtiAM Garnop, Street, Somerset, Grocer Feb 
lat12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Iivisert, Jaues, Tuomas Rossiss, Ewes Rooke, and 
Gerorce Busn, Glos, Boot Manufacturers 
Feb a* 12.45 ff Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 


Bristo 

Joyce, ALFRED Gum, a Agfedieny, Baker Jan 30 at12 1, 
8t Aldate’s, Oxf 

Keay, Josern, Newport oo oat Dealer Feb 9 at 11.30 
Off Rec, St Martin’s pl, Staff 

Kerstake, Groror, Pen ig, “alam, ee Furnisher 
Jan 27 at 12 Off Rec, Mert yr 

Kixea, Davin, Devizes, Wilts, Coal - Feb 2 at 1 

Hotel, Devizes 

Kuner, Istpor, Pontypridd, Jeweller Jan 27 at 3 Off Rec, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

Lampert, Cuarves, South Shields, Magioer Jan 27 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 

LisuMay, CATHERINE, Bishop Auckland, Tobacconist Jan 
27 at 3 25, John st, Sunderland 

Lock, GrorGE, Grantham, Tailor Jan 27 at 12 Off Rec, 
St Peter’s Church walk, Ni ham 

Marrtuews, Toomas, Cheshunt, Herts, Builder Jan 20 at 3 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Mawson, Isaac, and Isaac Mawson, the younger, Lancas- 
ter, Builders Feb 17 at 2.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, 
Preston 

Parker, Josern Groner, and Arrnur Josern Parker, 
Windhill, Yorks, Joiners Feb 2 at 12 Off Rec, 31, 


Manor row, Bradford 
Pearson, yy ow of Yorks, Farmer Jen 27 at 12.30 
Off Ree, 28, Stonegate, York 


Prime, WirtiaM Hewry, Kingston upon Hull, Dairyman 
Jan 2atil Off Ree, Trinity house lane, Hull 

Bumeae, & gg Stockton on Tees, a Feb 1 
at 3 Off Reo, 8, J Albert rd, Middiesbo rough 

Samvet, johny rr. Liancarvan, Glam, Auc- 
tioneer Jan 28 oa 12 cna, %. O 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Siursox, Hersert Fisuer, Chel , Musical Director 
Feb 9 at 11 coeaty eran bidgs, Ch Cheltenham 

Gwen, Sone mo ad ie een Victoria st, Merchant Jan 27 at 
1 nkrup’ Carey st 

Tromas, Wit.iam, Trecynon, ae Glam, Builder 
Jan 27 at 2 Off Rec, Merthyr 

Westwoop, Gzorcr MatTTHew, st, Edgware rd, 
a Manufacturer Jan 30 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, 

Wairerey, Percy yp = ee Beaumont, and Grorce 
PorrLewe.t, Liversed a Woollen Manufac- 
turers Jan 27 at2 Rec, Bank chmbrs, 

Whuitine, =e Barrow in Furness, Boot Maker Feb 3 
at 11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
Wavte, Wittiaw, Westgate on Sea, Kent, Licensed Vic- 

tualler Jan 27 at 4 CE Dew, £6 Cte & Canterbury 

Wit.iams, Grorae, Leicester, | Jan 31 at 12.30 


J ’ 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Batrour, Jasez Spencer, late Whitehall ct, Director of 
Companies, M.P. High Court Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 16 





Seton, 5 Mawr, Belvedere, late Furniture Dealer Roches- 
ter Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

dele Joun Wittiam,. Smethwick, Staffs, Boot 
Deal Bromwich Pet 


_ 7 hedagt Dec 22 on Jan 13 
ULLey, Herr, Liverpool, verpool 
Dec5 Ord Jan 16 


ayey, Ses Victoria st igh Court Pet Dec2 Ord 


Catrorp, Eowis Water, Mincing lane, Sugar Merchant 
High Court Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 14 

Coteman, ALFrep Jonny, Crowborough, aagr Corn Dealer 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 

Cotiivs, Tuomas, Leamore, Bloxwich Staite, Licensed 
Victualler Walsall Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 14 

Dwe.vy, Jouy Epwarp., Cra — Kent, Labourer Roch- 
ester Pet Janl4 Ord 

Exias, Josian, Lianidloes, Montgomery, Fruiterer New- 
town Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 

Exeuisu, George Exiwan, iene Dorset, Brick 
Manufacturer Dorchester Pet Jani8 Ord Jan 18 

Eytwistie, WILLIAM, oe, General Furnisher Pres- 
ton PetJani17 Ord Jan 17 

Foster, Bexsauix, Hastings, Builder Hastings Pet Nov 
16 Ord Jan 17 

Fowxes, Caartes Watiace Birxix, West Bridgford, 
a. Warehouseman Nottingham Pet Jan16 Ord 
‘an 

Gat, Exity, Newport, on, Glass Dealer Newport, Mon 
Pet Jan i7 Ord Jan 

Garey, a, Hereford, Gabariver Hereford Pet Jan 16 


Grit, Cuartorre, Radford, Nottingham, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Nottingham Pet Jan17 Ori Jan 17 

Hawkes, Jouy, Coventry, Butcher Coventry Pet Jan 13 
Ord Jan 16° 


aoeges, sonra, Te Hosting, Builders’ Merchant Hastings 

How, Frepericx F towne cote, ome, Corn Merchant 
Bedford Pet Dec 31 Ord J an 1 

Joves, JOHN Pde nang Abercannaid Y Merthyr _ Ian- 
keeper Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 1 

Marais, Abert me Wrest Tho 5 hamlet, Servtds, Baker 

Norwich Jani4 Ord 

Mitts, Greorce gt tl on > Durham, General 
Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

Morcax, James Caravoc, Al chan. Mon, Grocer, 
Newport, Mon Pet Jani6é Ord Jan 16 

Partincton, Francis, Darlit Commission Agent 
Stockton on Tees and Mi rough Pet Jan 14 
Ord Jan 14 

Pearson, Tuomas, Crayke, Yorks, Farmer York Pet Jan 
14 Ord Jan 14 


Pame, WiLt1aM , nee Kingston upon Hull, Dairyman 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Putman, Arruur, Ashburnham rd, Kensal Rise, Grocer 
High Court Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 17 

Rosson, Freprrick, Barton le Cley, Beds, Shoemaker 
Luton Pet Jan17 Ord Jan17 

Soar. Ricuarp Gxoraz, Wantowerth rd, Surrey, Boot 
Dealer Wandsworth Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 

Tuomas, Eowarp, Tref Glam, Coal Dealer Ponty- 
pridd PetJan16é Ord Jan 16 

Turner, Frepertck Morren, Southsea, Undertaker 
Portsmouth Pet Jan 17 = Jan 17 

Tureitt, Joun Lewis, B Financial Agent Brigh- 
ton Pet Janié Ord 7} 

Wess, Hewry, Abi Berks, Maltster Oxford Pet 

Dec 22 Ord Jan 16 

Westwoop, Greorce Marruew, Bell st, rd, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer High Court Pet Jan 11 
Ord Jan 17 

Wituiams, Georcr, Leicester, Boot Dealer Leicester Pet 
Jani6 Ord Jan 16 

Wvuie, Joun, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet Jan 4 
Ord Jan 17 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED 


Porter, Heney Georer, Ex-ter, no occupation Exeter 
Adjud Aug 15, 1892 Annul Jan 10 


London Gazette—Turspay, Jan. 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baccert, Pameva, Canton, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet 
Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Braves, Tuomas, Swindon, Wilts, Tobacconist Swindon 
Ord Jan 19 


Biamire, Epwarp, Holmfirth, nr Huddersfield, 
Farmer Tabdeenela Ber yan at Ord Jan 21 
Camppett, Tueresa Ans, and Mary Jans Camppe.t, 
iton, Milliners Bolton Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 
Cuariwoop, CuarLtes WituiamM, Wandsworth, Bay 
late Builder Tunbridge Wells Pet Dec 31 Ord 


an 20 
Cust, Gzonce Henny, Torquay, Artist Exeter Pet Jan 
18 Ord Jan 18 


Corne, Cuaaes, the , Waltham Abbey, Essex, 
Tailor Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Curseert, James WHEATLEY oa’ + cama Baker Gt 
Grimsby Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 

See, S 1-4 Bradford, a Bradford Pet Jan 

‘an » 

een Me at Hastings, Provision Dealer Hastings Pet 

Jan 1 


Eneanp, OTaguan Poltypant , nr Caerphilly Thy - ~aemee 
Dealer typridd Pet Jani19 Ord Jan 
Fawcett, Georce, Middlesborough, Milk co ky Middles- 
Lg og Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 
ILLIAM _Mnonam, Weston Mare, Managing 
of Ross & Co, Lim Bri ater Pet Jan 18 
Greex, Grorcr, Bedford, Leigh, Lancs, Provision Dealer 
Bolton Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 
Guages Jo Joun, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Jan 20 


Hatz, I. M. . Devon, Accountant Bristol Pet 
Jan 3 Ord Jan 20 
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Music Smith 


Hane, Freperice Watrer, Handsworth, 

Bi Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
Chester, Commercial 
ester Pet Janii Ord Jan 19 


Harker, ERBERT VALENTINE, 


Harxer, Witiiam, Exeter Exeter 


Hexrer, ALrrep James, Narford rd, Upper 
vision Dealer High bourt ~~ — q 
Hotxuam, Georce WittiAm ny &, wn, Henfield, Sussex, 
Blacksmith Brighton Pet Jan 20 0 Ord Jan 20 
Hews w ie Josern, Cardiff, Cattle Dealer Cardiff 
Jani8 Ord Jan 19 
AR... 4 Exizaseta Jans, Holland Park i Haase 
mistress Court Pet Jan20 Ord 
Harriett, Lower @ wn, Candi. 
Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 
Joves, Tuomas Henry, Aberdovey ee, Draper 
A wyth Pet Jan 2% Ord Jan 
Kyow es, 81x Rosert Devereux, late York terrace, York 
gate, owe park High Court’ Pet Sept 23 Ord 
an 


Leaver, JAMES, 
Blackburn 


Pet Jan6é Ord Jan 17 


Ord fan 30 


JONES, 


the younger, Blackburn, Bedding Dealer 
Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 
Mavevorr, Samvec Ricwarp, 8t 
man Pet Jan 21 
ouw WILLIAM +. 
Pet Jan 20 Ord 
RGE, Bradford, , re Bradford 
Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 


Mason, Joun, Maccicefeld, Silk Manufacturer Maccles- 
field Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Morax, Josern, Burnley, Greengrocer Burnley Pet Jan 
19 Ord Jan 19 

Pam, eee, 2 Accrington, Joiner Blackburn Pet 
an 20 

Parker, WILLIAM, Kidderminster, Painter Kidderminster 
Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 18 

Pickies, Ricuarp, Bradford, Joiner Bradford Pet Jan 
21 Ord Jan 21 

Pinx, Cuartes Satter, Albion rd, Gravesend, Licensed 
Victualler art Pet Dec 10 Ord Jan 21 

Pirt, Ricuarp, Maindee. Newport, Mon, Mason Newport, 
Mon Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 21 

si ~~ Epwix apo, Wrexham, Currier Wrexham 


Jan19 Ord Jan 1 
Pave — gf oy Be, Paddi A, Monicons, Ladies’ 


MARSHALL, 
ting’ 
Masxet,t, Grore 


Tailor High Court Petyen st” Ord Jan 
Race, Groree, Stain , nr Darlington, wile Stockton 
on Tees and Middles orough Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 


Sarrs, Cuartes Tuomas, Morton -Pinkney, Northampton- 
shire, Innkeeper Banbury Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 
Sara, FREDERICK Tuomas Browron, late the Grove, 
Hammersmith, late Grocer High Court Pet Dec 13 
Ord Jan 19 

Tarren, Murari Lat, Park lane, Gent High Court Pet 
Oct 27 Ord Jan 19 

Tuomas, Davin, ro, nr Swansea, Tinman Swansea 

et Jan18 Ord Jan 1 

Tuomas, Haast, Liverpool, Plumber Liverpool Pet Jan 
16 Ord Jan 2 

WALKER, — Newcastle on Tyne, Oil Dealer New- 
castleon Tyne Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 20 

WHEATON, ALFRED, emtton, Organ Builder Catabridge 
Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 


Wuuirr, Tuomas, Nelson, Lene, Semeacly Fish Dealer 
Burnley Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 

Wuitixe, Davin James, Kelsale, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 


Witsoy, James, New Clee, Lincs, Fisherman Great Grims- 
by "Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Woop, Stipney Worttey, Liverpool, Lithographer Printer 
Liv 1 Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 21 

Woops, Cuartes Ackianp, Cliftonville, Margate, Brewer 
Winchester Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 20 

Weqamaie Witiram, Wiltshire rd, Brixton, Clerk to a 

Marine Insurance Association High Court Pet Jan 21 

Ord Jan 21 

Waicevesworrn, Jonn Wii11Am, Allerton Ye | Yorks, 
Innkeeper Wakefield Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 1 

Waricet, Mary Ayy, Cheriton, Kent, Laundress "ities. 
bury Pet Jaa2i Ord Jan 21 

Wyatt, Joux, Maindee, Newport, Mon, Mason Newport, 
Mon Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIViNG ORDER. 


Levutygk, ALsert, Creed lanc, Patentce High Court Rec 
rd Dec 24, 1892 Rese Jan 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arnor, Cuarves, Morton villas, Enfield Highway, Poulterer 
Feb 1 at 3° Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 


Briamize, Eowarp, Ramsden, Holmfirth, nr Huddersfield, 
a Feb4atil Off Reo, 6, Queen st, Hudders- 
2. 
Cangiaaa. Tuenesa Any, and Mary Jane gy 
m, Milliners Feb 1 at10.:0 16, Wood st, Bo 
Cant, Eve ANS, Brockley, Kent, Comm Trav 
81 at 11.30 24, Railway ap’ Op Lonme Bridge 
CHAPMAN, Rosert Wiiuiam, Wine 
Merchant Jan Slat 3 Off E.% 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenue 
Cute Grorce Hewry, Torquay, ~ sm Feb 1 at 11 Off 
Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exete: 
Cons, Grorcz Henry, Kentish Town rd, Boot Dealer Jan 


Jan 


31 at 2.30 Bankruptcy ny Carey ‘st 
Cockxsnoot, Tuomas Bower, Hyde, Cheshire, Veterinary 
Surgeon Jan 31 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


Manchester 
E.y, ALrrep Grorce, West Derby, nr Liverpol, Licensed 
Victualler Feblat12 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 


poo 
Exorisu, Geoncr Exwan, B syne, Dorset, Brick 
ufacturer Feb 1 at 12.30 Off Ree, ury 

Foster, ey = ag Hasting®, Ba oa Feb 2 at 12.30 
Young & Son, Bank bldgs, Hastings 

Fowxes, CHARLES Wise aaa West Paiieerd, 
Notts, Warehouseman Feb 7 at 11 Off Rec , Bt 

Peter's Church walk, Nottingham 





Gat, Eutty, Newport, Mon, Glass Dealer Feb 1 at 12.30 
ean ti Gloucester Bank chmbrs, N. 


ee Si at 11 Hadtord, Nottingham, Tomi Yictal- 


Nottingham 
Garen, Geonce, Provision Dealer 
Feb atii” 16, Wool se Bolton” 


er ~* essen, Be Exeter Jan 3iat11 Off Rec, 13, Bed- 


19. OF Hew Menine aula 


eas pe Warten to 


Jan 81 at 12 
J Jouy, yo, Trerddol, cary Merioneth, 
ont, Jo — 12.45 Owain Glyndwr Hotel, 
aay “ys st, Minories, Commission Agent F. 
bldgs, Carey st 


PPE ig La dey =a ow Caer et Upholsterer Feb 2 at 12 


Marnis, Aupert ent Thorpehamlt, No Norwich Baker 
Feb 4at12 Off Ree, 8, st, Norwich 
Maske, Coonan Bradf pher Feb 2 at 11 
1, Manor soy Es Bradf 
Masox, ay ore Meena Feb 2 at 11 


McN) Yes Buona Cedortm a Neath, Glam, Glam, Tinman ina 


é ‘an 31 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 


wansea 
Meneee. ere | Carapvoa, Abersychan, Mon, Grocer Feb 
lat 12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank Bank chmbrs, Newport, 


Mon 
Monrarts, Puriir, Crewe, Draper Feb 10 at 11 Royal Hotel, 


ae Secon ‘Wi.14m, Southend on Sea, Dra; 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
vrais, Jon, Euston rd, Paper Hanging Merchant Jan 
31 at Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Parnriss, Wrsaas Covent Garden Market, Fruit Salesman 
Feb 2.30 bldgs, Carey st 
Parry, Pe and Samvei oroume Parny, Litherland, 
Lancs, Wool Merchants Feb 1 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria st, Li 
Partineton, Josern Lezs, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Com- 
ial Travel} Jan 31 at 3.30 Ogden’s chbrs, 


Bri st, Manchester 
Perens, CHar.es boyy late of Tynewydd, Ogmore V. 
Glam, Grocer Jan 31 at 3 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 


Sauzmann, Witi1am, Wood Suffolk, Baker Feb 2 
at12 36, 


Scuoues, JAMES late of Lanes, Painter Jan 31 
at il Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
Guren, < Seaet Henry, Barton on Humber, Chemist Feb 
0.15 Off Rec, 15 


15, Osborne st, Great Grimsby 
Burt Hn oene H Hewyry, Sheffield, Steel Merchant Feb lat 


tan, Sheffiel 
POR... GroreG lam, Earthenware Dealer 
Feb 1 at 2 soe, Abend rn tadai 


Tu —_=> a Morten, Southsea, Undertaker Feb 1 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Ports- 
mou 


be Ricuarp, Bi ‘e Insurance t Jan 

Tat 1-00 OF Reo 4s Copenhagen st, Worvester 

wt ng ALFRED, Cambridge, Organ Bulaoe Opeb B 8at12 
Off , 5, Petty 


iy Cambri 
Wuitixe, Dav wd pleco Som my Suffolk, Farmer Feb 2 at 
12.30 36, Princes wich 


Waicotsswonts Jouy Witiam, Allerton Bywater, Yorks, 
Jan 31 at 11° Off Rec, Bond terr, Wakefield 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bevay, Rumery, mtinend Merchant High Court Pet 
Deci2 Ord Jan 1 


ee, BL. Swindon, ‘Wilts, Tobacconist Swindon 
Pet Jan 19 ‘an 2 

Borras, Tuomas, Seeuest st, Strial, S:rivener High 
Co et Oct 5 Ord Jau 15 

Bromrie.p, Corey, Threwuevdie st, Enginecr High 
Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Janu 2) 

Burnarv, Mapg.ixe, Iichester, Somerset, Spinster Yeovil 
Pet Dec Jan 20 

Camppett, Tagresa Any, and Mary Janu Camrpeit, 

ton, Milliners Bolton Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Carter, Aveustus, Woking, Surrey, Corn Merchant 
Guildford and Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 19 

Cust, <7 aes, Torquay, Artist Exeter Pet Jan 
18 


cate ~~ James Waeatiey, Gt rr Baker Gt 
Grimsby Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 
Exy, Atrrep Groncr, West pte nr Li al, Licensed 
ictualler Liverpool Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 21 
Fawcett, Georce, Middlesborough, Milk Dealer Middles- 
borough Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan iy 
Forester, Cuarces James, “a Glam, Metal Broker 
Neath Pet Jan38 Ord Jan 
Gopparp, Epwaep Lewis, yo p Fam, Bucks, Butcher 


Windsor Pet Nov19 Ord Ji 

Grey, Gonos, Bedford, ny 5 Provision Dealer 
Bolton Pet Jani9 Ord 

Grover, Joun, Sheffield, Grocer * sheffield Pet Jan 20 
Ord Jan 20 

Harais, Bensamuin Parstox, ies, aon Manufacturer 
Rochester Pet Dec2 Ord J 

sie a io ‘Confectioner Wigan 

an 

Hixpg, Francis, Royal uarium, Westminster, Show- 

= man - tourt et Jaa 3 Ord Jan 21 a8 

‘OLKHaM, Georae WILLIA: ‘own, "74 jussex, 

Blacksmith “pot dan 2 Ord Jan 20 


Hotmes, Witu1 Fazacker!; Rivenpeel, 25 mal 
Liverpool Pet Pet Deo 28 Ord Yan 3 Jan 21 
nets = Joszrn, Cardiff, Cattle Dealer Cardiff Pet 


s +. eee. 
Bn ‘oszra Cameron, Whittington rd, Bowes park, 
Grocer Edmonten 


Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 20 


Hipseet, Wit1i1aM, 
Pet Dec 29 Ord 








ar mina igh Court fee san Onan 


NE gy Tuomas Hewry, 
Aberystwyth 


Pet Jan 90 Ord Jan 20 oe 

Konttigh Court” Bet esa! Ond dant ets 
Laazen, Jane James, Sere as Bedding Dealer 
tnt ar, kai ai 
Hill, Fish Sales- 


Maur Samvet Ri St Mary at 
man High Court Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 


Mansnaut, Joun Wit 
tingham Pet Jan 20 


Hoon, dommes Vieee, Comqumh, Cnpentes Wells Pet Jan 

‘an 

ee ar 2 Burnley, Greengrocer Burnley Pet Jan 

dhs Josern Georce, and Arrnur Joseru Parke 
by ae Yorks, Ji Bradford Pet Jan 14 

Parxer, Wituiam, Kidderminster, Painter Kidderminster 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

Panrriss, Wriu1aM, Covent Garden Market, Fruit Salesman 

Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

Perens, Cuar.es Morats, late Vale, 
Gina Groot Gait “ec Deeis On Sea 

rome, Dee Bradford, Joiner Bradford Pet Jan 

very, Be ey Maindee, Newport, Mon, Mason Newport, 

Jan 18 Ord Jan 21 

POE lng Eow1x Reece, Wrexham, Currier Wrexham 
Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Race, Groro nr Darlington, Miller Stockton 
on Tees onl Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Suarr, Atsert Epwaap, a on . By we | 
Jan 19 

‘an 
81 Water Dixons, Goswell Wholesale Cabinet 
"Manufectaser i Overt Pot Jan'18 Ord Jon 30 

Surrn, Cuartes Tuomas, Morton , Northampton- 

shire, Innkeeper Banbury Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 19 


Tuomas, Davip, Morriston, nr Swansea, Tinman Swansea 
Pet Jani8 Ord Jan 18 
Wang, Sennen, Seth, Diaper Gt Grimsby Pet Dec 30 
an 
Wearon, Atrazn, Corton, Organ Builder Cambridge 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 


Wuuirr, Tromas, Nelson, Lancs, formerly Fish Dealer 
Burnley Pet Jan 20 ‘Ord Jan 20 

Wages 5 Dave Ak mh Kelsale, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 

WIsox, Jaman, New Cle a Adoen, Fisherman Gt Grimsby 
Pet Jan Ord Jan 

Worrett, uaien Wiltshire Brixton, Clerk High 
Court Potdon ht Ord Jon at ‘ 

Wrico.eswortn, Jouw Wit114m, Allerton B , Yorks, 
Innkeeper Wakefield Pet Jan 17 Ont Jan tt 


Waieur, Many Ayn, Cheri K Laundress Canter- 
bury P. Ord Jen ai one 


w aw ot Jan 21 pa 
YATT, nt Maindee. Ni ioeeak Mon, Mason wport 
Mon. Jan 18 Ord Jan 21 : 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Jan. 31.—Messrs. Bean, Buayerr, & Evompes, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, a Town Mansion (see Advertise- 
ment, Jan. 21, p. 204). 

~. Y ae —Messrs. H. E. Fosrer & Ceayrievon, at the ee 

ae rr Reversions (see advertisement, this 
»D 





Feb. 2.—Mesers. Baxen & Sox, at the Mart, po. at ” 
ook, Investments (see advertisement, week 
AU letters intended for publication in the 


“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 288. Od. Volumes bound 


at the ofice—cloth, 2s, 9d., half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher, 
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THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.C. 
WEST END BRANCH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 


ASSETS EXCEED 


TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


Gao THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLY. 


Policies 


putable atter & YTWeaxrs. 


£4,702,000 
9,972,000 
$29,000 





rImadis 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 


THOMAS G. ACKLAND, F.1.A., F.8.8., Actuary and Manager. 
JAMES H. SCOTT, Secretary. i 





QUEENSLAND GOVERNMENT 


£3 10s. per Cent. Inscribed Stock. 


ISSUE OF £1,182,400 STOCK. 


In full a Sum of £3,704,800 authorized to be raised 
by the Queensland Government Loon Act, 54 
Vict. No. 25, 1890. 


Repayable at Par, ist July, 1930. 


First Dividend, being Six Months’ Interest, payable ist 
July, 1893. 


Mixiuum Price or Issue, £88 Per Cent. 


The Governor and Compayy of the Banx of Excianp 
give notice that, on behalf of the Agent appointed for 

i and managing the Loans of the Colony, they are 
authorized to receive Tenders for £1,182,400 Queensland 
Government £3 10s. per Cent. Inscribed Stock, repayable at 
par on the Ist of July, 1930. 

The Books of the Stock are kept at the Bank of England, 
where all assignments and transfers are made. Holders of 
the Stock can, on age of the usual fees, take out Stock 
Certificates to . With coupons attached, which 


Certificates may be re-inscribed into Stock at the wiil of the | 


holder. 


All Transfers and Stock Certificates are free of Stamp | 


Duty. 


England half-yearly, on ist January and ist July, and the 
six months’ interest, calculated upon the nominal 
amount of Stock, will be payable ist July, 1893. 


Dividend Warrants are transmitted by post if desired. 


The Loan is secured upon the Consolidated Revenues of | 
| od Colony, and is issued for the completion of Railways, 


‘bours, and other Public Works specified in the Act. 


By the Act 40 & 41 Vict. c. 59, the Revenues of the Colony | 


alone will be liable in t of this Stock and the Dividends 
thereon, and the Consolidated Fund of the United Kingdom 
and the Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury will not 
be ——s indirectly liable or msible for the pay- 
ment of Stock or of the Dividends thereon, or for any 
matter relating thereto. 


Tenders te for the whole or any part of the Stock, 
and must what amount of money will be given for 
£100 of Stock. ‘Tenders for other than even hundreds 

f or at a price including fractions of a shilling other 
p. SL will not be accepted. Tenders must be 
deli at the Chief Cashier’s Office, Bank of England, 
before two o’clock, on Monday, 30th January, 1893. Tenders 
at different prices must be on separate forms. The amount 
of Stock applied for must be written on the outside of the 


The minimum price, below which no tender will be 
accepted, has been fixed at £88 for every £100 of Stock. 
= it of £5 cent. on the amount of Stock tendered 
must be paid at the same Office at the time of the 
delivery of the tender, and the deposit must not be en- 
in the tender. Where no allotment is made the 
it will be returned, and in case of partial allotment 
balance of the deposit will be applied towards the first 


In the event of the receipt of tenders at or above the 
minimum price for a larger amount of Stock than that pro- 
posed to be issued, the tenders at the lowest price accepted 
will be subject to a pro ratéd diminution. 

The dates at which the further payments on account ot 
the said Loan will be required are as follows : 


On Thursday, the 9th February, 1893, so much of the | 
tt tendered and 


as when added to the 


deposit. will leave Sixty-five pounds (Sterling) to be paid f 
leave -five pounds (Sterling) to aid for | 
each hundred pounds of Stock. italien 


On Thursday, the 9th March, 1893, £15 per cent. 
On Monday, the 10th April, 1893, £15 per cent. 
On Wednesday, the 10th May, 1893, £15 per cent. 
On Monday, the 12th June, 1893, £20 per cent. 


The instalments may be paid in full on or after the 9th | 


February, under discount at the rate of £2 per cent. 

annum. In case of default in the payment of any 

at its date, the deposit and instalments 
previously paid be liable to forfeiture. 





| specified.—No. 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 
The Dividends on the Stock are payable at the Bank of | ‘ " . 





Scrip Certificates to Bearer, with a coupon attached for 
the half-year’s dividend payable 1st July, 1893, will be 
issued in exchange for the provisional receipts. 

The Stock will be inscribed in the Bank Books on or after 
the 12th June, 1893, but Scrip paid up in full in anticipation 
tmay be inscribed forthwith. 

Applications must be upon the printed forms, which may 
be obtained at the Chief Cashier's Office, Bank of England ; 
of Messrs. Mullens, l, & Co., 4, Lombard-street ; 
and of the Agent-General for the Government of Queens- 
land, Westminster-chambers, 1, Victoria-street, 8.W. 


Bank of England, London, 2ist January, 1893. 


SALES FOR THE YEAR 1893. 


Telephone, No. 1,669.—Telegraphic address, 
*“ Akaber, London.” 


Wy Bsses. BAKER & SONS beg to an- 
: nounce that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, 
Investments, Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, 
Business Premises, Building Land, Ground Rents, Rever- 
sions, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on the following FRIDAYS 
during the year 1893 :— 
Feb. 3 May 5 June30 Bept. 29 
Feb. 24 May 12 July 7 Oct. 13 
Mar. 10 May 19 July 14 Oct. 27 
Mar. 24 May 26 July 21 Nov. 10 
April 14 June 9 July 28 Nov. 24 
April 21 June 16 Aug. 25 | Dee. 15 
April 28 June 23 Sept. 15 


Auctions can be held on other days besides those above 


WANDSWORTH. 

By order of the Mortgagees.—At Nominal Reserves.—In 
numerous lots.—Lucrative Investments, arising from 53 
dwelling-houses, Nos. 2 to 7, 10, 12, 14, 16, to 28, and Nos. 
(odd) 31 to 45, Brathway-road, Nos. 9 to 13, and Nos. 
(even) 14 to 40, 47, 49, 61, and 53, Camborne-road, 
Merton-road, Wandsworth, situate five minutes from 


Southfields Station of London and South-Western Rail- | 


way ; all let, and producing rentals amounting to about 
£1,260 per annum ; held on lease for 90 years unexpired, 
at moderate ground-rents. Also, adjoining the above, 
several Blocks of Freehold Building Land, fronting on 
the main Merton-road and other , and fully ripe for 
building purposes. 


ESSRS. BAKER & SONS will SELL by | 
AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on FRIDAY, | 


FEBRUARY 3, at TWO, in LOTS, the above excellent 
INVESTMENTS. 


Particulars of Messrs. Burgoynes, Milnes, & Burgoyne: | 


Solicitors, 356, Oxford-street, W.; and of the Auctioneers, 
11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1893. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 

that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversion», 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 
Tues., Feb. 7 “Tues., May 9 Tues., Aug. 1 
Tues., Feb. 21 Tues., May 16 Tues., Aug. 8 
Tues., Feb. 28 Tues., Ma’ Tues., Aug. 15 
Tues., March 7 Tues., June 6 Tues., Aug. 22 
Tues., March 14 Tues., June 13 Tues., Oct. 3 
Tues., March 21 Tues., June 20 Tues., Oct. 17 
Tues., March 28 Tues., June 27 Tues., Oct. 31 
Tues., April 11 Tues., July 4 Tues., Noy. 14 
Tues., April 18 Tues., July ii Tues., Dee. 5 
Tues., April 25 Tues., July 18 
‘Tues., May 2 Tues., July 25 





Auctions can also be held on othr days, in town or | 


country, by_arrangement. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 


Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sules and Valuations | 


for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 


| Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 
DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, | 


Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 


mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on | 
the 1st of each month, and can be obtained of Messrs. | 


Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agents, 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Oheapside, London, E.C. Tele- 
phone No. 1,50°. 


REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS of £160 

A annum; can be divided; well secured by Rack 

Rentals between 7 or 8 times over; price, 25} years’ pur- 

chase to close an estate; principals or their solicitors only 

oS. Barwes, Solicitor, 45, Finsbury-pavement, 
ndon. 


RUST MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 
and others who have Trust Moneys against first- 
| class Securities, such as Freeholds and Leaseholds, in this 
country ; please state amount offered and interest required, 
whether on freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. Leroy, 
Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, London, E.C. 
| EDFORD ROW.—Spacious light Suites 
of Offices or Chambers to be Let on the ground, first, 
second, and third floors at moderate rentals.—Apply to 
Messrs. Bean, Burnett, & Exprivcs, Surveyors, 14, 
Nicholas-lane, E.C. 


AW.—Solicitor (28), admitted July, 1892, 
M.A. Oxon. (Honours), requires Clerkship (Convey- 
ancing and with view to Partnership preferred) ; town and 
country experience.—Address A. B., care of Messrs. 
Crowders & Vizard, 55, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Preparation b 

Correspondence for Solicitors’ Intermediate, F . 
and Honours, Intermediate Laws, LL.B. and LL.D. London, 
Bar Exams, and Inns of Court Studentships and Scholar- 
ships, by a Doctor of Laws of London University (1st in Ist 
Class Honours Intermediate, 3rd in Honours LL,.B.). This 
method is more thorough and effective than Oral prepara- 
tion, since a complete record is made of the student’s whole 
course of work, with careful revision and corrections, and 
ample notes on all important points. A great saving of 
time is effected, and the system is therefore invaluable to 
those who have only a few hours in the evening to devote 
to reading for exams.—For further particulars and terms 
| —- No. 100, ‘‘ Solicitors’ Journal’’ Office, Chancery- 
| e, W.C. 











REVERSIONS. 


| T AW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY (Limited). 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 





Cuainman—Epwarp James Bevin, Esq., Q.C, 
Derputy-Cuarnman —Joun Cuerk, Esg., Q.C. 


REVERSIONS and Life Interests Purchased. Im- 
| mediate and Deferred Annuities granted in exchange for 
| Reversionary and Contingent Interests. 

_LOANS may also be obtained on the security of Rever- 
| sions. 

| _ Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further in- 
| formation, may be had at the office. 


C. B. CLABON, Secretary. 


| THE EQUITABLE FIRE AND ACCIDENT 
OFFICE, LIMITED. 
MANCHESTER, LONDON, GLASGOW. 
CaPiTaL se al si ia .-. £405,545. 
Awwyvat Income (1891) over £140,000. 
Security To Insurep, over £460,000. 
AGENCY. — Gentlemen who can introduce SOUND 
BUSINESS invited to apply for Agency. 


} 

| 

| SPECIAL FEATURE in Accident Department.—ONE 

PREMIUM returned EVERY FIFTH YEAR to those 
who have made no claim. 


D. R. PATERSON, Manager and Secretary. 





PHan IX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparp- 
STREET, and 57, Cuanina-cross, Lonpoy. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Bates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


W.C.Macpoyatp,} Joint 
F. B. Macvonaup, § Secretaries. 











